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and of a career which has Inspired all who
were privileged to serve in the Congress with
that preeminent Georgla statesman whose
name your law school bears. The ennobling
influence of Walter George will live on.

I want to talk to the law students today
out of my own experience as a legislator and
a politiclan who believes that a knowledge
of the law is a great aid and often an indis-
pensable adjunct in the public service. I
wish to speak of our tasks as citizens with
the special mission of bearing Christian prin-
ciples into the arena of political conflict. I
believe an appropriate caption for this talk
would be the “Due Process of Lawmaking."

The phrase “due process of law" is familiar
to all. It is given sanction in the Constitu-
tion and it has rich meaning for those whose
property or liberty or life is in jeopardy.
The well-trained and morally disciplined
lawyer is but fortifying those principles
which are at the core and center of our
Christian faith. And in those excursions
into political confiict which every lawyer
must take, though he may mnever run for
office, it will be apparent that without the
guidance and depth of religious instruction
the techniques of both law and politics may
be tragically abused. This 18 a period in
your lives in which the sacred character of
the legal profession should be impressed
upon your mind and heart. The common-
wealth is one of the Christlan’s finest work-
shops. Without the buttress of Christianity
modern education would become mere win-
dow dressing.

Due process of law is the special guardian-
ship of lawyers and judges; due process of
lawmaking belongs to legislators and politi-
cal leaders. Process itself has value. It
must be reversed in a democracy, Every
lawyer learns this pretty early. What a
shock It would be, having proved, for ex-
ample, that a defendant had been denled
his right to a duly impaneled jury of his
peers to hear a higher court say, "but he was
ohviously guilty anyway.” There is no way
to assure the innocent of their rights of due
process but by according those same rights
to the guilty.

The due process of lawmaking is also an
ideal for democratic governments though it
does not have the prescribed legal forms
afforded due process of law. I use the term
“lawmaking” in the sense of determining na-
tional or State policy, and since there are
formal procedures for treatymaking the
term is broad enough to embrace world law.
I am speaking, however, not of the technical
rules for moving a bill through legislative
bodies, but rather of the democratic proc-
esses which involve influencing public opin-
fon and the ultimate expression of that
opinion in wise and beneficlal policies.

In the atmosphere of a Christlan campus
1t should be easy to perceive the role of moral
leader in the affairs of state. We Baptists
have a fine tradition. We seek not to dom-
inate the state but rather to influence It.
That influence is exerted by sending into
the struggles for decent government our
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dedicated sons and daughters who believe
that the service to be rendered there may be
a Christlan service and may bring a satis-
fying human experience. The lawyer has a
special gift for this service. He is an ac-
knowledged leader. He should excel in in-
terpreting public issues in terms of moral
value. In modern times he can fill a dual
role: craftsman in legal affairs, and preceptor
in political morality. The two may some-
times appear to be in conflict. The practi-
tioner of lawmaking may be impeded by the
lagging views of the electorate. Part of his
job 1s to correct this by giving enlighten-
ment. As one of my colleagues put it: “A
legislator should be a window as well as a
mirror.” He is dutybound to take into ac-
count and deal sympathetically with the
fears and fallacles that beset us mortals,
At the same time he may be pressured by
those who would focus only on moral con=-
siderations. Patience here is also required.
He should avoid contempt for the abstract
goodness of the moralist. A sense of realism
should not lead to a grading down of his
service to levels of ignorance or dullness that
might characterize some of those he seeks to
represent. We must not succumb to medioc-
rity. I have been defeated often enough to
know that even a majority of the people can
sometimes be wrong. And perhaps to simu-
late modesty I should add—elected often
enough.

Sir Henry Malne gave us a good adage:
“Social opinion must be in advance of law
and the greater or less happiness of the
people depends upon the narrowness of the
gulf between them."” Dr. Northrup of Yale
University had this in mind in distinguish-
ing between “living law” and “positive law.”
Living law applies to the community and
social standards sustained by the customs
and attitudes of the people; positive law to
the decrees of legislatures and courts. The
two are often identical but occasdionally in
conflict. When in conflict as in the current
controversy over implementing the Supreme
Court school decislons of 1954, a difficult
guestion is posed for lawyers, moralists, and
political leaders.

I refer to the problem for illustrative pur-
poses; it is far too complex for treatment
in a single talk. I would like to say, how-
ever, that out of the Little Rock experlences
I have gained a new comprehension of the
magnitude of the problem. It is a tre-
mendous challenge to our imagination, our
vision, our patience, our sense of justice, our
skill in defending valid sectional viewpoints
and our ability to dwell in peace with those
of other sections who do not share our
views.

One other point on that theme: I have
faith in our capacity to meet that challenge.
In the State which produced Ben Hill, Henry
Grady, and other immortals, I know that I
am in the company of men of like faith. We
have faith that the “indestructible union of
indestructible States” may be preserved
without undue strains; but this will come
about only if larger numbers of all Ameri-
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cans, North and South, resolve to explore
the problem in utmost good will—deter-
mined that social opinion rather than force
shall be the basis for change in patterns
of living. Criticism of court decisions must
not be construed as deflance. We may sure-
ly be permitted to seek alterations to na-
tional policy without being charged with
disloyalty to constitutional principles.
Christian, rather than doctrinaire, attitudes
on both sides will provide the answer, but
time is an essential element. And the Jef-
fersonion principle of considering local varia-
tions in conditions should be embraced in
the national poliecy. This coupled with
demonstrations of our ability to achieve jus-
tice for minority groups in specific situations
should be constructive aids in getting a fresh
start toward national unity and racial
harmony.

The ideal of due process of lawmaking can
be groatly served if all branches of govern-
ment will reexamine the problem in the
light of difficulties growing out of edicts re-
quiring sudden change in age-old customs
of th2 people. The South assured by such
a reexamination that haste and force will
not prevail should seek to stimulate through-
out the region those forces of moral fervor
and racial good will which have had our
support.

Jeffersonian democracy accentuates local
determination, but pleads for justice for all
and would lead ever’ community to accord
basie rights. This is sound governmental
policy and is a concession to social customs
which are subject to change.

I aave mentioned the opportunity offered
the lawyer of playing a dual role. As ad-
vocate he struggles to achieve justice for a
client, and as civic worker he undertakes to
direct public policy for just and righteous
ends. Primarily though he is a worker—a
craftsman—not a prophet. .n th.s point
let him reverently turn to the church to
relate himself properly to the source and
inspiration of true law and to build in his
own career and in the thinking of the people
an appreciation of the moral guldance
which ministers and law school faculties
supply. This does not imply that our
ancient opposition to authoritarianism is to
be diluted, that differences are not to be
alred. I urge merely that ar effort be made
to channel the church influenc. into the
processes of government and that a firm
though flexible partnership between lawyer
and Christian minister be used for perfect-
ag human society. When Paul suggested
to the Epheslans that we “speak the truth
in love,” he was giving wise counsel for all
of us,

The Baptist influence in the South is per-
haps greatest of any religious organization—
not because we are more virtuous or sensi-
tive than other Christians, but we are more
aumerous. And in the Nation as a whole
we have forums which can be properly used
for relieving tensions and presenting the
truth. This is a part of the service of recon-
ciliation that the Nation needs.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend Meletius M. Wojnar, of
the Order of St. Basil the Great, assist-
ant professor of oriental canon law, the
Catholic University of America, offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, we, the Congress of the
United States of America, in the name
of the entire Nation, acknowledge You
as our Lord and God. And therefore, as
a nation, we worship You and we respect
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Your law. We thank You also for Your
protection from all evils and for con-
serving in our Nation the great prin-
ciples of democracy: freedom, prosperity,
and justice for all. Finally, we beseech
You for peace for our country and for
all other countries.

And, especially on this occasion of the
40th anniversary of the indepenaence of
Ukraine, we ask You to grant to the
Ukrainian Nation and its 40 million
people and to all the captive nations be=
hind the Iron Curtain the opportunity
to live and to worship You in freedom,
independence, and in peace. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
MeGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had adopted the follow-
ing resolution:

Senate Resolution 243
Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of Hon. MATTHEW
M. Neevy, late a Senator from the State of
West Virginia.
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Resolved, That a committee of 156 Senators
be appointed by the President of the Senate
to attend the funeral of the deceased at
Fairmont, W. Va. ’

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Representa-
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased, the Senate
do now adjourn,

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL,
FISCAL YEAR 1958

Mr. MAHON, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R.
10146) making supplemental appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1288),
which was read a first and second time
and, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SUPPLE-
MENTAL APPROPRIATION BILL,
FISCAL YEAR 1958

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has just filed
the report on the $1.2 billion supple-
mental appropriation bill for fiscal year
1958. The report covers only 14 pages.
There have been thousands of columns
printed and millions of words have been
spoken about our defense situation.
Questions have been asked as to the
adequacy of appropriations and pro-
grams, I do hope that all Members of
the House will find time to read these 14

pages.

The bill will be taken up, as I under-
stand the plan of leadership, tomorrow
for debate and, if there is a rollcall, that
will come on Thursday.

The hearings consist of only one thin
volume of less than 400 pages. Those
hearings are full of information that
should be in the possession of all Mem-
bers of the House. I rise to alert the
Members to this bill and to ask them to
read the report and look into the hear-
ings in order that we may take proper
action when we call up the bill for con-
sideration tomorrow.

THE FOUR-WAY TEST

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, it is a pleasure for me today to join
with the Delray Beach Rotary Club and
its president, J. Arnold Carter, who is in
Washington today, in presenting to each
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Member of Congress a 3-inch hemisphere
paperweight with the four-way test in-
scribed on it. You should receive it
today.

The origin of the four-way test dates
back to 1942 and was created and set
forth by Herbert J. Taylor, of Chicago,
111, who was president of Rotary Inter-
national in 1954-55. During the depres-
sion years Taylor, in seeking divine guid-
ance in a particularly important prob-
lem, turned to the the Scriptures of the
Bible, and it was from this that the four-
way test evolved.

Four-Way TEST

1. Is it the truth?

2. Isit fair to all concerned?

3. Will it build good will and better friend-
ships?

4. Will it be beneficial to all concerned?

It has been variously described as a
guide to use in any relationship of gov-
ernment, business, or social life; a yard-
stick of all things thought, said, and
done. The proven results obtained by
groups, communities, governing bodies,
and individuals who have adopted it are
somewhat amazing. Rotarians the world
over are extremely enthusiastic about
the merits of the application of the test
when applied to any relationship of one
person with another.

Members of the Delray Beach Rotary
Club are very enthusiastic at the oppor-
tunity to bring before Congress the four-
way test, and it is hoped that each
Member will adopt this as his motto
and that it will be beneficial in promot-
ing worldwide peace and understanding.

TELEVISION

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, television
belongs to the people.

In its presentation of entertainment,
advertising, and news, it is a new dem-
ocratic medium of communication that
must be kept free from monopolistic
control.

There is a movement underway in
favor of pay TV that would reduce it to
the status of a jukebox screen, where
you would have to pay to see what is cur-
rently free. If such a system should pre-
vail, it would deny to many a poor family
the programs that can be enjoyed now
by every viewer irrespective of his eco-
nomic position.

It would place privilege above choice.
Outstanding programs will be seen only
by those who pay a monthly fee or a stip-
ulated price per program. The national
television audience will be split between
the have and the have-nots, introduc-
ing a divisive element that could have
far-reaching social consequences.

We never contemplated such a split
personality for radio. Why, then, should
we foster it in television?

Test samples of public opinion on this
issue are running heavily against pay-as-
you-see TV. A few months ago, the
people in the Salinas-Monterey and San
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Luis Obispo areas of California were
polled as to their views on this issue.
The verdict: 4 in favor, 5,002 against.

In order that pay TV will not be im-
posed on the American people against
their will, I have introduced a bill similar
to that proposed by Senator Wirriam
LanGer, and designed to “prohibit the
charging of a fee to view telecasts in
private homes.” It reads:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Communica-
tlons Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 1064), as amended,
is amended by adding after sectlon 507 the
following:

“CHARGING FEES FOR VIEWING TELECASTS IN
PRIVATE HOMES

“Sec. 508. (a) It shall be unlawful for any
person to impose or attempt to impose, either
directly or indirectly, any toll, fee, subscrip-
tion, or other charge, on the general public
for the privilege of viewing television pro-
grams in private homes until such person
has been so authorized by the Commission
subsequent to the date of the enactment of
this section.

“{b) The Commission shall not suthorize
or permit the imposing of any such toll, fee,
subscription, or other charge referred to in
subsection (a) of this section until it is
authorized to do so by a law enacted after
the date of enactment of this section.”

Sec. 2, Subsection (b) of section 2 of the
Communications Act of 1934 is amended by
striking out “section 801" and inserting in
lieu thereof “sections 301 and 508."

As you will note, the emphasis is on
“viewing telecasts in private homes.”
This is a right that must not be restricted
by any mercenary factor. In this right
of choice, all Americans must be equal.

Therefore, I urge passage of protective
legislation that will maintain our tradi-
tion of free television, and promote the
democratic principles on which it is
based.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, at
the request of the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, I ask
unanimous consent that that committee
may sit today during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I object.

AWARD OF CROSS OF COMMANDER
OF THE ORDER OF ORANGE-NAS-
SAU TO HON. FRANCIS E. WALTER

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent for immediate
consideration of the bill (H, R. 10147)
to permit Hon. Francis E. WALTER, Mem-
ber of Congress, authorization to accept
the award of Cross of Commander of the
Order of Orange-Nassau conferred upon
him by Her Majesty the Queen of the
Netherlands.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H. R. 10147
A bill to permit Hon. Frawcis E. WaLTER,

Member of Congress, authorization to ac-

cept the award of Cross of Commander

of the Order of Orange-Nassau conferred
upon him by Her Majesty the Queen of the

Netherlands

Be it enacted, etc., That the Honorable
Frawncis E. WALTER, Member of Congress, is
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authorized to accept the award of the Cross
of Commander of the Order of Orange-Nas-
sau conferred upon him by Her Majesty the
Queen of the Netherlands, together with any
decorations and documents evidencing such
award. The Secretary of State is authorized
and directed to deliver to the Honorable
Frawcis E. WALTER any decorations and docu-
ments evidencing such award.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 2 of the act of January 31, 1881 (5
U. 8. C., sec. 114), or any other provision of
law, the Honorable Francis E. WALTER may
wear and display the decoration referred to
in the first section of this act after accept-
ance thereof.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to note that
the Government of the Netherlands has
bestowed this accolade of honor upon
our distinguished colleague the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER],
In acecordance with his philosophy of im-
migration, he has been most painstak-
ingly cognizant of his duties as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Immigration of
the Judiciary Committee, He has re-
sponded with expertness. I frequently
am in disagreement with him but never
doubt his sincerity. I think the work
that he has done with reference to the
activities of the Intergovernmental Com-
mittee on European Migration is exem-
plary. It is for that reason, I am sure,
among others, that the Government of
the Netherlands and its distinguished
Queen has bestowed upon him this dis-
tinction.

I am very happy that he is the recipi-
ent thereof.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

INCREASING THE PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up the resclution—House Resolution
446—and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9955)
to provide for a temporary increase in the
public-debt limit, and all points of order
against sald bill are hereby waived. After
general debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed 3 hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means, the bill
shall be considered as having been read for
amendment. No amendment shall be in or-
der to sald bill except amendments offered
by direction of the Committee on Ways and
Means, but sald amendments shall not be
subject to amendment. At the conclusion
of such consideration, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous guestion shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion, except one motion to recom=
mit.
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Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BRownN] and yield myself such time
as I may consume. .

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 446
makes in order the consideration of H. R.
9955, a hbill to provide for a temporary
increase in the public debt limit,

The resolution provides for the usual
closed rule, waives points of order against
the bill and grants 3 hours of general
debate. The only amendments that may
be offered are those amendments offered
by direction of the Committee on Ways
and Means, but such amendments are not
subject to amendment.

Section 21 of the Second Liberty Bond
Act provides a permanent limit of $275
billion on the amount of the public debt.
This bill provides that the debt limit
shall be increased by $5 billion, begin-
ning on the date of enactment of the bill
and ending June 30, 1959.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. MiLis]l, in presenting his
request for a rule before the Committee
on Rules, pointed out that following the
request of the Secretary of the Treasury
to raise the debt limit to $280 billion, a
public hearing was held. After hearing
the testimony presented, the Ways and
Means Committee determined that the
full §5 billion temporary increase in the
debt limit should be allowed. The in-
crease would provide for the immediate
cash requirements of the Government
since the cash balances have been very
low., The increase would also provide a
wider margin between the actual public
indebtzdness and the statutory limit
which would give more flexibility in man=-
aging more efficiently and economically
the fiscal affairs of the Government.

I urge the adoption of House Resolu-
tion 446 so the House may proceed to
the consideration of this measure for
which ample time for debate has been
provided.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman ex-
plain to the House why this is a closed
rule?

Mr. TRIMBLE. That is a little diffi-
cult to do in one sense and not very diffi-
cult to do in another. Revenue bills
coming out of the Committee on Ways
and Means are very complicated. Mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee
appeared before the Committee on Rules
and convinced us that the bill should be
brought up under a closed rule and a
majority of the committee voted that
way.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman
yield further? )

Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Towa.

Mr. GROSS. Is the gentleman say=
ing this is a revenue bill?

Mr. TRIMBLE. In a sense it Is.
There is $5 billion of revenue involved.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, I still have no substantial
explanation of why this bill should be
called to the floor under a gag rule. Will
the gentleman say what the representa-
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tion was that caused the committee to
report out a closed rule?

Mr. TRIMBLE. The only explana-
tion I can give the gentleman from Iowa
is the one I have just given, that the
Committee on Ways and Means sought
this kind of rule and the Committee on
Rules on the showing made granted it.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will
yield further, can the gentleman tell me
where we can obtain a copy of the hear-
ings in connection with the bill?

Mr. TRIMBLE. In the Committee on
Rules. I am not sure that the proceed-
ings were taken down.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think the
hearings on the bill itself would be be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, it is with
some reluctance that I find myself in
opposition to both the rule and the sub-
ject matter of the bill which it makes in
order.

First, as I think most of the member-
ship know, I am never enthusiastic about
closed or so-called gag rules. I opposed
this type of rule in committee because I
could see no justification whatsoever for
it. The issue is a simple one here. It is
merely a question of whether the debt
limit should be raised and if so, how
much. Certainly the membership should
have an opportunity to offer amend-
ments either cutting or raising the
amount. Secondly, Mr. Speaker, I am
opposed to the bill. As I stated to the
House the other day, I do not think this
is a time for hysterical reaction to the
new phase of the Russian cold war—the
sputnik. This is the justification urged
for further increasing our debt limit.

I am sure we are all aware of the fact
this country has the greatest national
debt not only of the present family of
nations, but in the history of the world.
We cannot go on indefinitely increasing
this debt without bringing about the de-
struction of our fiscal system and thereby
pulling the pillars down on this Nation,
the leader of the free world. Again I
repeat that the Russian masters are
following the Lenin doctrine of destroy-
ing this champion of the free peoples
by destroying it from within.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I cannot in
good conscience go along with this rule
or the bill. One way to stop increasing
the national debt is to stop increasing
the debt limit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Brown] is recognized.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I speak as a minority
member of the Committee on Rules and
rather reluctantly bring this rule before
the House. Very frankly, and I think I
owe it to the House to say so, I voted
against this closed or gag rule when it
was before our committee. I did so be-
cause I believed an opportunity should
have been given for those members of
the Ways and Means Committee who
supported only a $3 billion increase in the
national debt limit, instead of $5 billion
to have their proposal voted upon. I
now understand—and I certainly hope
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so—that when a motion to recommit is
made it will carry the $3 billion figure.

Mr. MASON. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. MASON. I assure the gentleman
that will be done.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman very much. That arrange-
ment will at least give the House an op=
portunity to decide for itself whether we
should have a $3 billion increase in the
national debt limit, a $5 billion increase,
or none at all.

In further explanation of this present
situation, and of my vote in the Rules
Committee, let me point out that in the
past similar bills have been brought up
in the House to increase the debt limit,
under gag rules whereby the House mem-
bership had no opportunity to express
their full will, but only, as in the old
German Reichstag, to vote “Ja” or
“Nein” on the bill as reported. The bill
would then go to the Senate, and in turn
the Senate would reduce the amount by
which the debt ceiling would be lifted to
$3 billion.

In the end, the Members of the House
of Representatives are left looking like
a lot of dumb sheep. So I am getiing a
liftle bit tired of these closed or gag
rules, especially when the legislation to
be considered is not a general revenue
bill, but only to a measure containing
one real issue in it, the amount by which
we should increase the national debt.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I want fo commend the
gentleman from Ohio for the position
he has taken in the Rules Committee in
his effort to give the House an oppor-
tunity to work its will upon this and
other bills that have come before the
House, particularly this bill. It is un-
thinkable that there should be a gag
rule on one of the first measures of any
consequence to be brought before the
House in the present session,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Lef me say to
the gentleman that it is not a happy
circumstance in which I find myself, or
to disagree with the large majority of
the Members of the Rules Committee,
for all of whom I have great respect.
But this is certainly not a general reve-
nue bill. It is not made up of a great
number of paragraphs, sections, ideas,
and items dealing with many questions.
It brings up only the question whether
we want a $5 billion increase in the na-
tional debt limit or whether we would
rather go a little slow and perhaps keep
the brake on the spenders a bit by say-
ing: “We will vote a $3 hillion increase
now to give you elbow room. Then if
we have to increase the national debt
limit later, because of any great emer-
gency, we can do so.”

Let me say further that I am reluc-
tant, in my own mind, as to the wisdom
or need of increasing the debt limit. I
understand fully the position of the
Treasury Department. I know some-
thing of the testimony that was given
before the Committee on Ways and
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Means as to the necessity for lifting the
debt limit. However, there are two ways
to balance our budget. One is by deficit
spending; the other is by reducing public
spending, so that we do not go over the
present debt limit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Cbviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names: x

[Roll No. 3]

Addon.zio Friedel Passman
Allen, Til. Garmatz Patterson
Andersen Granahan Pillion
Arends Grant Prouty
Barden Gray Rabaut
Belcher Green, Pa. Radwan
Bow Halleck Rains
Brownson Hlillings Rodino
Buckley Hosmer Roosevelt
Budze Jackson 8t. George
Byrne, IIl. Judd Schwengel
Canfield Eean Bceott, N. C.
Carnansn Kearney Sheehan
Chiperfield Eelily, N ¥. Sheppard
Christopher Knuison Bimpson, I1L
Church Lennon Springer
Clevenger Lipscomb Staggers
Coffin McCarthy ‘Talle
Collier McCulloch Thompson,
Cooley McDonough La.
Cunningham, McVey Tollefson

Iowa Macdonaid Tuck
Dawson, Il Merrow Vursell
Dellay Michel Watnwright
Dles Moore Wier
Dormn, N Y. Morrison Williams,
Dorn, 8. C. O'Hara, Minn. ' i
Frelinghuysen O'Neill Zelenko

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and
forty-seven Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

INCREASE OF THE PUBLIC DEBT
LIMIT

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BRownN] is recognized.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
even at the risk of being misunderstood
by some Members I want to repeat what
I said in the Rules Committee, and that
is that had a majority of the Mem-
bers of the House voted during the past
20 years as I have voted, for economy
and against certain great expenditures,
our national debt would now be some-
where around $100 billion instead of
nearly $275 billion. I realize, however,
that is all water over the dam. I do,
however, want to point out that there are
means and methods which the Congress
can and should follow to eliminate waste
and extravagance in the spending of the
public borrowed money which will be
made available when the debt limit is
raised. I refer to the recommendations
of the first and second Hoover Commis=
sions, some of which have been put into
effect with resultant high savings of
public moneys and by greater efficiency
in the operation of some of the agencies
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of Government; but there are still pend-
ing in this Congress, Mr. Speaker, a
great many bills to put into effect the
recommendations of both the first and
second Hoover Commissions which, if
enacted into law as requested, in many
instances by the President of the United
States, would sharply cut and greatly
reduce public spending, and would result
in such great savings as to perhaps make
it possible for us to meet the increased
cost of our space age national defense
without the necessity of borrowing more
money, or raising taxes. This is some=
thing to which we should give our at-
tention in the days and weeks ahead, be=
cause the people of the United States
are entitled to our best effort to operate
this Federal Government in this new
age on a sound basis. They are de-
manding we eliminate waste and ex-
travagance wherever we may find it, and
that we make every effort to get greater
efficiency and economy in the transaction
of the public business.

Mr. Speaker, as I said at the outset,
I voted against the granting of this
closed rule by our Rules Committee be-
cause, at that time, I had no definite
assurance the House would be given
an opportunity to vote on reducing
the amount of the increase in the debt
limit. Since that time I have been
assured, as you heard stated here today
on the floor of the House by responsible
Members, that there will be an oppor-
tunity for us to vote upon a motion to
recommit to reduce the increase in the
debt limit to $3 billion, rather than for
the proposed $5 billion increase now in
the bill.

It is my understanding that we will
have before us, when we finally come to
vote upon this bill, at least three choices
or ways to vote: One, of course, is to vote
for the entire committee measure con=-
taining the $5 billion increase in the debt
limit; another is to vote for the motion
to recommit, fixing the increase at $3 bil=
lion; and, of course, finally just vote
“No” on the whole measure. Therefore,
under such circumstances, Mr. Speaker,
I do not intend to oppose adoption of
this rule; inasmuch as it will now be
possible for the House to work its will
under the limitations I have just men-
tioned and which I believe will give us all
an opportunity to express our own con-
victions on the pending legislation.

Mr. TRIMBLE, Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PaTmMaN].

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
maftter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

THE DEET INCREASE BILL INVOLVES $163 MILLION
A YEAR IN UNNECESSARY INTEREST CHARGES
AND APPROVES PRIVATE BANKS HAVING FREE
TSE OF $3 BILLION OF TREASURY FUNDS
Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ap-

peared before the Rules Committee and

requested that committee not to give a

closed rule on this bill, because I wanted
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to offer an amendment. Other Mem-
bers, I think, should also have the priv-
jlege of offering amendments.

I desired to offer an amendment that
would save the Government a lot of
money. Under existing law the Treas-
ury can borrow directly from the Federal
Reserve banks, up to $5 billion. That
iaw is in effect now. Under the amend-
ment I proposed, if the Treasury went
above the $275 billion debt limit, that
money would be borrowed, through exer-
cise of existing law, directly from the
Federal Reserve System. If the whole
amount were borrowed in that way, it
would save the Government $163 million
a vear in interest charges. I asked the
committee to give me an opportunity to
offer this amendment, and to extend the
time of debate, which was proposed to be
1 hour. The Rules Committee did not
accede to my request but, instead, has
given a closed rule, although it graciously
extended the time of debate to 3 hours,
We will have plenty of time to talk, but
we cannot vote on anything except what
has been described by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. BROwWN].

THREE OF THE FIVE BILLIONS ARE FOR PRIVATE
BANKS

In this bill, Secretary Anderson has
really demonstrated courage. He is a
courageous man. He came before the
Committee on Ways and Means and said
that he wanted to keep $3!% billion on
deposit in the Reserve banks and in the
private commercial banks. He laid it
right on the line. He did not quibble
about it. In other words, he wants the
Congress to endorse his placing in the
Federal Reserve banks and in the com-
mercial banks $3'% billion. That is one
of the purposes of this bill. A half bil-
lion dollars of that, I think, is necessary.
Secretary Anderson needs a half billion
dollars in the Federal Reserve banks, as
the Treasury has had in the past, but
it is unnecessary to keep $3 billion in
the private commercial banks, because
the people have lent that money to the
Government. The Government is pay-
ing interest on it, and for the Govern-
ment to keep it on deposit with the pri-
vate commercial banks, at no interest—
remember not one penny of interest does
the Government get—I think is wrong.
This does not serve any public-interest
function. The money in the private
commercial banks is beyond the issuance
of a Government check; it is removed
from that. It has to be brought into the
Federal Reserve banks before the Treas~
ury can issue a check on it. So I say
this is going away out of line, to let the
banks have from three to six billion dol-
lars on deposit all the time, money that
is costing the people 3 and 4 percent
interest. In other words, it is costing
taxpayers $240 million a year on $6 bil-
lion, or $120 million on $3 billion—that
will be the average if this bill becomes
effective.

FULL $5 BILLION OF FEDERAL RESERVE AUTHOR-
ITY IS AVAILAELE

So the question is whether we will
place our approval on an announced
policy to keep $3 billion, as an average,
in the private commercial banks, on
which the Government will receive no
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interest but upon which the Government
and the taxpayers will be paying interest
at all times.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa. g

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Texas knows that I have always been
interested in the renewal of the act
which provides that the Government can
have $5 billion outstanding at any one
time. Can the gentleman from Texas
tell me what use is presently being made
of that ability to borrow money?

Mr. PATMAN. It has been endorsed
by every Secretary of the Treasury. It
has been endorsed by the Federal Re-
serve System and by the previous Under
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Burgess.
So, why should it not be used? Why
should we take an action that will make
this $5 billion cost the Government an
unnecessary $163 million every year to
carry this additional amount?

Mr, GROSS. What use is being made
of that ability to borrow today?

Mr. PATMAN. Absolutely none; not
one dollar's worth of securities are now
held by the Federal Reserve System un-
der the $5 billion direct-purchase au-
thority. It has been used substantially in
the past.

HOW TO USE BANKERS' INFLUENCE TO KEEF THE
DEBT DOWN

If, in authorizing this $5 billion in-
crease in the Federal debt we required
the Treasury to raise whatever money
they do raise under this, by selling the
new securities direct to the Federal Re-
serve System, then it wil be a lot less
likely that the Federal debt will be in-
creased unnecessarily. Under those con-
ditions the banks would oppose increas-
ing the Federal debt and help us hold it
down. Thereby we could have the power
and the influence of the bankers of the
country working to keep the debt down,
instead of working to increase it. But,
as the bill stands, $3 billion of this is for
the private banks, remember that, my
friends, and a vote for this bill as it
stands is a vote to put $3 billion in the
banks, for free use by the banks, upon
which the people are paying interest.

I think that Congress is going to have
to face up to this problem of the Federal
debt, and make some definite plan for
paying it off. We ought to work out a
sinking fund plan, with a definite sched-
ule for reducing the debt when times are
good. It should have been reduced sub=-
stantially the past few years, during
prosperous times.

Now to make perfectly clear how I
think this bill to increase the ceiling on
the Federal debt should be handled, let
me read from the statement I made to
the Rules Committee, explaining why
we should have an opportunity to amend
the bill. Isaid:

H. R. 9955 i1s to authorize an increase from
$275 billion to $280 billion in the Federal
debt limit. I hope that when this commit=
tee reports the bill, it will give it an open
rule, so that amendments may be made on
the floor of the House.

The amendment I propose to the bill is as
follows:

“Provided, That any amount of the Fed-
eral debt in excess of $275 billion is repre=
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sented by securities of the United States held
by the Federal Reserve System as a result of
direct purchase from the Treasury of the
United States.”

There are several reasons for requiring the
Treasury to sell directly to the Federal Re-
serve Bystem.

HOW $163 MILLION A YEAR WOULD BE SAVED

First, this will save the Federal Govern-
ment about $163 million a year in interest
charges. In the past, the Federal Reserve
Bystem has charged the Treasury one-fourth
percent on such securities. This rate is in
contrast to about 81, percent which the
Treasury would have to pay to sell the new
securities to the private banks or the public
generally. Furthermore, it does not really
matter what interest rate the Treasury may
pay the Federal Reserve System. The Sys-
tem is owned by the Government, and it pays
80 percent of its net income back into the
Treasury.

AMENDMENT WOULD USE TRADITIONAL METHODS

Becond, the authority for the Federal Re-
serve System to purchase up to §5 billion in
securities direct from the Treasury already
exists, and it is traditional and orthodox.
Prior to 1935 this authority was without
Ilimitation. Since 1942 the limit has been
$5 billion at any one time; and the authority
has run only for periods of 2 years. But ex-
tensions of the authority have been re-
quested each 2 years, and each time the
authority has been extended without objec-
tion. The present authority expires June 30,
1968, and the Secretary of the Treasury has
already requested its extension for another
2 years.

Since 1954, however, the authority has not
been used. At the present time, therefore,
the full §5 billion is available. But it is not
likely to be used to any substantial extent
unless Congress requires that it be used.

SAME PURPOSES OF DEBT INCREASE AND FEDERAL
RESERVE AUTHORITY

Third, the authority for the Federal Re-
serve System to purchase securities directly
from the Treasury has exactly the same pur-
poses as the 5 billion increase in the debt
limit which the Secretary of the Treasury is
now requesting. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury has sald that this increase in debt au-
thority is not for the purpose of bringing
about a general increase in the national debt,
but for the purpose of giving him “elbow
room” to manage a debt of about the present
size. He has explained that the new au-
thority is needed to smooth out the differ-
ences between the ups and down when
revenues are flowing in and the require-
ments of the Treasury to pay its bills when
due. He has given the same purposes for the
Federal Reserve purchasing authority, as
has the previous Secretary of the Treasury,
and as has the Federal Reserve Board.

ADMINISTRATION OBJECTED TO COST-SAVINGS

AMENDMENT

It is my understanding that the Treas-
ury objected to my proposed amendment,
principally on the ground that to sell
securities direct to the Federal Reserve
would be inflationary. Furthermore, the
claim was made, I understand, that this
authority for direct sales to the Federal
Reserve was intended, and given, only for
use in adjusting some unusual situa-
tions, and then on very short-term, day-
to-day basis,

As for the argument that my proposal
would be inflationary, this is a nonsensi-
cal argument for objecting to the amend-
ment. If there were a question here, the
question would be whether my proposal
is more or less inflationary than each
of the alternative methods which might
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be used for selling the new securities.
More particularly, the question would be
whether my proposal is more or less in-
flationary than the method which is most
likely to be used, which is to reduce re-
quired reserves of the commerecial
banks—a highly inflationary method.
INFLATION IS PHONY ARGUMENT

But in any case, there are at hand
several methods by which the inflation-
ary effects can be readily controlled, or
offset, or even reversed, depending upon
the precise degree of credit ease or re-
straint which the monetary authorities
wish to achieve. And, furthermore,
these methods will be used in any case.
For example, if the $5 billion in addi-
tional Federal securities should be sold
without reducing required reserves of
commercial banks, then the effects would
be highly deflationary. Are we to as-
sume that our monetary authorities
would tolerate $5 billion of deflation in
the economic posture we are in today,
without acting to counter the deflation?

Assuming that my proposal would be
inflationary to an undesired degree, the
same methods can be used to counter
that inflation. For example, the Fed-
eral Reserve Board could raise required
reserves slightly—or what is more real-
istic, it could refrain from lowering re-
quired reserves, as it seems about to do.
Or another way of the inflationary in-
fluence could be offset is by the Treasury
maintaining smaller deposits of its mon-
ey with the private banks than it has
been doing, and smaller than the un-
justified amount which Secretary Ander-
son has stated the Treasury plans to
maintain in the future.

HOW THE PURFOSE OF FEDERAL RESERVE PUR-~
CHASES WAS PREVIOUSLY STATED

As for the argument that the author-
ity for the Treasury to sell securities
directly to the Federal Reserve System
was put into law for the purpose of day-
to-day adjustments only, this argument
is plainly refuted by previous statements
of Secretary Anderson, by Chairman
Martin of the Federal Reserve Board,
and by the Honorable W. Randolph Bur-
gess, formerly Under Secretary of the
Treasury. Here is what these people
have previously said the purpose of this
authority is:

Hon. Robert B. Anderson, Secretary of the
Treasury:

“The direct purchase authority is of im-
portant assistance to the Treasury in
smoothing out the effect of short-run peaks
in Treasury cash receipts and disbursements
so that the disturbing effect of their flow
through the banking system may be held to
a minimum. Also, if the Treasury did not
have the authority it would be necessary to
maintain larger cash balances than is now
the case.

“The authority is only used occasionally,
primarily immediately preceding periods of
heavy tax payments. However, it is an
essential fiscal mechanism in avoiding un-
necessary strains on the money market at
such times and in handling the distribution
and utilization of Treasury cash balances
and holding them to a minimum. Any bor-
rowing under the authority is, of course,
subject to the statutory debt limit.” (Let-
ter from the Honorable Robert B. Anderson,
dated January 3, 1958, to the Honorable
BRENT SPENCE, chairman, Committee on
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Banking and Currency, House of Represent-
atives.)

Hon, Willlam McC. Martin, Jr., Chairman,
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
Bystem:

“This is an operating convenience under
which the borrowing is always of a strictly
temporary nature and occurs primarily in
taxpayments periods. The authority has
made it possible around such times for
the Treasury to bridge temporary gaps be-
tween the Treasury's payment needs and
its tax receipts, and in this way to smooth
out some of the uneven flows of funds
through the banking system and the money
market that would otherwise result from the
Treasury's operations.

“Avoidance, through this method of
Treasury borrowing, of the sharp strains on
the banking system that would otherwise
arise from sudden drains on the Treasury's
accounts with banks is equally as helpful to
the Federal Reserve in carrying out its par-
allel responsibilities in the field of mone-
tary and credit policy, as it is to the Treasury
in administering its fiscal responsibilities
effectively.” (Statement of Mr. Martin be-
fore the House Banking and Currency Com=-
mittee on February 29, 1956, on H. R, 9285,
Direct Purchases of United States Obligations
by Federal Reserve banks., (B4th Cong., 2d
sess, p. 15.)

Hon. W. Randolph Burgess, Under Secre-
tary of the Treasury: “The primary purpose
of this direct borrowing authority has been
to help the Treasury and the Federal Re-
serve System work together in minimizing
the disturbing effects on the economy of
short-run peaks in Treasury cash receipts
and disbursements, particularly around the
time of quarterly income-tax payments.
There short-run movements of funds are
large, and precise estimates of their day-to-
day patterns are often difficult. This direct
borrowing authority is a useful mechanism
for the Treasury and the Federal Reserve
and its use has avoided unnecessary strains
on the money market on a number of
occasions.” (Id., p. 2.)

I ask that the previous question be
voted down.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill, H. R. 9955, to provide for a
temporary increase in the public-debt
limit,

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 9955, with
Mr. WricHT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 20 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are considering
today H. R. 9955, a bill reported by the
Committee on Ways and Means last Fri-
day afternoon after having hearings in
public on Friday from about 10 o’clock
until about 1 o’clock. During the course
of the hearings the Secretary of the
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Treasury made a statement, as well as
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
PatTMAN].

Let me say before going into an ex-
planation of the bill and the reasons
why I think we must pass it, that the
suggestion made by the gentleman from
Texas was discussed in the committee,
though—and I am not violating any con-
fidence in saying this—no one offered his
suggestion in the form of an amendment,
so that there was no vote in the com-
mittee on his suggestion. It was, how-
ever, gone into extensively and informa-
tion was obtained from the experts who
were there with us in the executive ses-
sion of the committee for that purpose.
I will have a little bit more to say about
his proposal during the course of the
general debate.

The bill before us, I say, is very simple
in its form and in its purpose. The bill
would permit the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to issue an additional $5 billion of
Federal securities, over and above the
permanent debt limit of $275 billion, for
a temporary period running from the
date of enactment of the legislation until
the end of the next fiscal year, June 30,
1959, The Secretary, in presenting his
argument in behalf of the proposed leg-
islation said that it was needed for three
reasons:

First, The fact that cash balances
have been running distressingly low.

Second. There is need for more flexi-
bility, for more efficient and economical
management of the debt.

Third. Even with a balanced budget
there will still be large seasonal fluctua-
tions in receipts which make operations
under the $275 billion limitation most
difficult.

In the committee consideration was
given not only to the suggestion made
by the gentleman from Texas, but also
to an amendment, made by a member of
the committee, that instead of reporting
the bill as introduced with a $5 billion
temporary increase, that we report the
bill with a $3 billion increase. The
course of debate indicated to me, al-
though I would not attribute any
thought to any member of the commit-
tee, that it was generally conceded by
all on the commiftee who had an oppor-
tunity to hear the testimony and who
participated in the executive session
that the situation at present is such
that the Secretary of the Treasury can-
not proceed to discharge the business
before him within the debt limit pres-
ently existing of $275 billion. Therefore
the question primarily before the com-
mittee was one of the amount by which
we should temporarily increase this
limit, either $3 billion or $5 billion.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brown], in discussing the rule, referred
to the fact that it might be possible for
the membership to vote on this question
in connection with a motion to recom-
mit. Therefore, in the few minutes re-
maining I should like to point out to my
colleagues why I have reached the con=
clusion that the debt ceiling should be
raised temporarily by $5 billion rather
than by any lesser amount.
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First of all, let me tell you that when
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Reep] and I introduced the bills here in
question, following the request from the
Secretary of the Treasury that we do so,
we said that we introduced the proposed
legislation reluctantly because we share
the thought of most Members and we do
not like the facts and realities which
put us in the position of believing that
we cannot get by in the discharge of our
responsibilities under a debt ceiling of
$275 billion, but we must recognize tahem
for what they are.

Let me look then to see why I personal-
1y reached the conclusion that a $5 billion
increase is required at this time. In
frankness, if we were legislating here
only with respect to the remainder of
this fiscal year I could perhaps hold out
to the membership of the Committee that
$3 billion would suffice. I could perhaps
have joined some of my colleagues on
the Committee on Ways and Means who
have said that we can get through the
remainder of the present fiscal year with
a $3 billion increase. I believe that $3
billion of additional authority might be
sufficient in the present fiscal year. I
fear, however, that if we do go along with
the suggestion that it is said will be made
maybe in a motion to recommit and pass
the legislation with only $3 billion of
additional authority, we are being un-
mindful of the needs that will arise in
connection with the coming fiscal year,
1959, and even more with contingencies
that may arise then, or may well arise
within the remainder of this fiscal year.

Let us examine some of those contin-
gencies.

The President has submitted a budget
that estimates a surplus of $500 million
for 1959, and which estimates that the
fiscal year 1958 will end with a deficit of
$400 million.

Mr. Chairman, that this budget is
predicated upon optimism is admitted.
This budget is predicating its estimates
of receipts for the remainder of the pres-
ent fiscal year and for the fiscal year
1959 on a degree of optimism that I hope
will be achieved, but a degree of opti-
mism which, we must recognize, is not
based upon circumstances which actually
exist today.

First of all, let us look at the condi-
tions which exist today. We are in what
is commonly referred to as a downturn
in economic activity by the press, one
which began sometime last year and is
still in progress.

The receipts estimated under the
budget, for the remainder of this fiscal
year and for the coming fiscal year, are
predicated upon an upswing in the econ-
omy, a reversal of the downtrend during
the course of this calendar year.

In order to reach the level of personal
income which the economic report and
the budget expect, it is necessary for us
to have a total of $10 billion more of
personal income, on the average, in cal-
endar 1958 than we had for the entire
calendar year 1957. There are people
who will say that these estimates of
business revival—of economic upturn,
are too optimistic. I am not saying they
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are too optimistic. I do not know. But
I want you to realize that the estimates
of revenue in the budget are based upon
optimistic assumptions for the year 1958
and not upon known conditions that
prevailed at the time the budget was
submitted to the Congress.

Even under these optimistic assump-
tions of what will happen, let us look at
the budget itself which is presented to
us for 1959, and said to be balanced. It
calls for some $2 hillion more spending
for 1959 than the budget did for 1958,
Lut to offset a billion dollars of that ad-
ditional spending we find that it is as-
sumed that $700 additional millions in
revenue will fiow into the Post Office De-
partment upon the contingency that
Congress will pass a b5-cent postage
stamp in lieu of a 3-cent postage stamp.

Another $300 million is added on the
plus side to balance expenditures and on
the assumption that the Congress will
reduce agricultural supports to the ex-
tent of some $300 million.

I am not saying what the Congress
will do with these two items, but it is
entirely possible, is it not, that instead
of the budget’s ending up with a billion
dollars of more spending than the pres-
ent fiscal year we may well end with $2
billion more spending. That is one con-
tingency that faces us, one that we must
take into consideration when we deter-
mine what actual needs, respecting the
debt limit, may be.

Let us lock at the second point that
the Secretary makes in justification for
$5 billion additional authority. He says
that he wants elbow room within which
to manage the public debt. We have
always given to Secretaries, regardless
of party, much more elbow room than
the Secretary of the Treasury has had
since this temporary increase that we
last voted expired on June 30, 1957.

Mr, Chairman, there have been times
this fall when the cash balance within
the Treasury was so low as to cause the
Secretary of the Treasury to wonder
whether he could get by under the exist-
ing ceiling until Congress returned in
January. Now, do we do anything
worth while by holding down the debt
ceiling in such a way that the Secretary
of the Treasury does not have flexibility
in the handling of the public debt?

In February of this year there will be
some $14 billions of securities coming
due. It is only realistic to recognize
that many of the holders of these matur-
ing securities will want cash instead of a
new issue. This means we must borrow
money from somebody else in order to
have the $14 billion to pay for the securi-
ties that are coming due. In my opinion
there should be enough flexibility under
the debt limit to permit the Secretary
of the Treasury to take advantage of
such borrowing means as are in the
greatest interest for the public, and not
having to be caught in a position of
having to issue securities for redemption
purposes at a rate of interest that may
not be in the best interest of the public
or the Treasury. There should be
enough flexibility in order that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury can issue securi-
ties ahead of the maturity date if a bet-
ter interest rate can be obtained in that
way.
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‘We do not save anything, Mr. Chair=
man, by putting the Secretary of the
Treasury in a straitjacket. All we are
doing is subjecting him to the issuance
of more short-term securities, in lieu of
long-time securities that are being re-
deemed. I would like to see more of our
debt in long-term securities rather than
having so much of it in short-term se-
curities. We do not do anything in the
interest of economy if we make it im-
practical to permit much of this debt to
be transferred into other long-term se-
curities,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Iregretthe gentleman's
committee did not see fit to make avail-
able to the Members the hearings that
were held, whatever they were.

Mr. MILLS. Everybody who wanted
to be heard by the committee was heard.
We heard three witnesses who asked to
be heard. Nobody else asked to be heard.
It is not the practice of our committee
to extend invitations to people to be
heard before us. I am sure the gentle-
man knows that. I do apologize to the
membership of the Committee because
the hearings themselves are not avail-
able, I thought they would be avail-
able. It is to be regretted that they are
not available, but frankly I am trying
to do a job for your administration, if
I may put it on that basis. I could make
a whole lot out of this thing if I wanted
to be political about it. I have no desire
to be political, and I know my friend
does not have any desire that I be polit-
ical. I am trying to do this because the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Di=
rector of the Budget have convinced me
that the facts and realities are such that
we are faced with a situation, and that
we cannot, in the face of that situation,
discharge our responsibility in the best
interests of the national economy and
our defense needs without going along
with the case that the Secretary made.

I am not here because I like this thing.
The gentleman from New York [Mr.
ReEp] does not like it. We said at the
time we introduced the bill together that
we did not like this, but we wanted it
clearly understood that, so far as we per=
sonally were concerned, this was no in-
dication of any lessening of our personal
desire that we economize in Government
spending in every way we can economize,

Mr. GROSS. Iam concerned with the
flexibility of the taxpayers in the years
to come, whether the youngsters of to-
morrow are going to have any elbow
room.

Mr. MILLS. I am no less concerned,
but let me point out to the gentleman
that you do not accomplish economies in
Government reductions in Federal
spending by maintaining the debt limit
at its present level. We accomplist econ-
omy and savings by cooperative efforf
between the administration and the
Congress to weed out those expenditures
that are not essential at a given time.

‘We in our committee are in this posi-
tion: I say to the gentleman from Iowa,
we have nothing whatsoever to do, except
as individual Members of Congress, with
respect to appropriations, We know that
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the Congress has made efforts to reduce
the spending of the Government as indi-
cated by what it did in the last session,
but still the President tells us that in
spite of what we did—and this is not
criticism of him, it is the way the thing
works—that we will actually spend more
money as shown by his estimates in Jan-
uary 1958 than he thought it would be
necessary for us to spend when he sent
his estimate of expenditures in January
1957.

And, in addition, I call the gentleman’s
attention to the fact that there will still
remain, unless we rescind them, a back-
log of appropriations that amounts to
$70 billion as of June 30, 1958; that must
also be taken into consideration. We are
faced with it.

Now, will we give the Secretary of the
Treasury the authority to carry out and
discharge the responsibilities we have
imposed upon him of managing the pub-
lic debt in the publie interest and of pay-
ing the bills of the Nation when they are
presented for collection? That is the
issue before us today.

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr, MORANO. I wish to compliment
the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee for the nonparti-
san position he has taken in this matter.
I also wish to commend him for the very
able presentation he has made so far
today.

The gentleman has referred to this as
a temporary increase.

Mr. MILLS. Yes.

Mr. MORANO. How temporary is
this temporary increase to be?

Mr, MILLS. My friend from Connect-
jecut realizes that we have gotten by in
years past. I think we started in 1954
to grant a temporary increase when
needed. The expiration date of the last
temporary increase was June 30, 1957,
the public debt was then $275 billion.

We are hopeful, of course, that this is
a temporary increase but I cannot as-
sure my friend of what lies before us in
the months ahead. I cannot assure my
friend that the optimism that is the
foundation of the budget, with respect
to the predicted economic upswing, will
prove stable; I cannot assure my friend
that we will not have to spend more for
defense than the present budget esti-
mates. I cannobt make predictions. I
can but pray to God that our hopes are
fulfilled.

Mr. MORANO. In another year you
may be back before us asking that the
limit be increased again.

Mr. MILLS. I can assure my friend
that any action by our committee in re-
porting to the floor of the House such a
request will be predicated only upon a
change of conditions as we know them
today, and because the $5 billion will
not be enough. And it will not be
enough if the optimism of the budget
with respect both to economic condi-
tions and spending more for defense is
not justified.

Mr. MORANO. Does the gentleman
hold out any hope this debt limit is go-
ing the other way and be reduced?
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Mr. MILLS. The Chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee as well as
the members of that committee are not
in a position to tell the gentleman from
Connecticut what the House and the
Senate may decide is a fair amount for
the Government to spend in the years
ahead; nor can I tell the gentleman
what the position of the executive de-
partments may be with respect to those
funds made available to them. As I
said, the Committee on Ways and Means
is not a spending committee.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS, Iyield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I observe in reading
the debate in this House in past years
when we proposed an increase in the ceil-
ing a reference to the deposit of Fed-
eral funds, I believe time deposits, in
various States and the possibility they
offered a basis of flexibility. Can the
gentleman state as to the condition with
respect to those deposits now?

Mr. MILLS. It is my understanding
at the moment all the flexibility we have
is approximately a half billion dollars—
maybe around $600 million.

Mr. JOHANSEN. And that includes
money in the banks?

Mr. MILLS. No; there is some addi-
tional amount in the banks.

Mr. HERLONG. It is $1,100,000,000.

Mr. MILLS. One billion one hundred
million dollars is the correct figure.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina,

Mr. BONNER. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PaTman] made a statement
here today, and I had hoped that the
distinguished chairman of the Ways and
Means Commitiee would answer it in
some manner, that leaves an impression
there is a more economical way to handle
this situation than is being presented to
the House at this time.

Mr. MILLS. I am always reluctant
to engage in debate with my friend from
Texas because he has been here so many
more years than I have. He has devoted
himself studiously to the subject matter
of monetary policy and what constitutes
good monetary policy. But let me say
that there is existing authority today,
voted from his committee, for the Treas-
ury Department to make available to the
Federal Reserve and for the Federal Re-
serve to accept securities from the Treas-
ury Department up to the amount of $5
billion. My understanding has always
been it was never intended when we
granted that authority that it was to be
used promiscuously. It was to be used
in emergencies and then only on a spar-
ing day-to-day basis. What the gentle-
man from Texas suggests, whether he in-
tends it or not, would result in a rapid
expansion of the availability of bank
credit. That may be what he has in
mind. Ithink itis a serious and grievous
error for the Congress to superimpose its
own thinking on the Federal Reserve

Board and the Treasury Department as
to when this should be done and the con-

ditions under which it should be done,
because if we bind them in an inflexible
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position we run the risk of creating great
danger in the too rapid expansion of bank
credit.

Mr. BONNER. That is the position
the Treasury Department finds itself in
now.

Mr. MILLS. I have always been told
that in handling the public debt it is
highly inflationary to put very much of
your public debt into banks or into the
Federal Reserve System, that it is much
better and in the best public interest to
have that debt held largely by indi-
viduals.

Mr. BONNER. But the public will
read the statement of the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Parman], I think this
debate is very wholesome.

Mr. MILLS. I agree with the gentle-

man.
Mr. BONNER. Do I understand now
that this raising of the debt limit is a
temporary matter and will only last so
long?

Mr. MILLS. Let me be frankly hon-
est with my friend from North Carolina
and everybody else. We are presenting
it to you as a temporary proposition to
expire June 30, 1959. But, when debt
is once incurred, it becomes permanent
unless we can pay it back. Now, let us
be perfectly honest about it. I hope it
is temporary. The Secretary of the
Treasury has expressed his hope that it
will be temporary.

Mr. BONNER. This would only last
s0 long?

Mr. MILLS. Yes. But, the gentle-
man knows, if we come to June 30, 1959,
and we owe $280 billion, it must be paid.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from EKentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr, Chairman, I cer-
tainly wish to compliment the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means for the explanation he
has made here today, and I certainly in-
tend to go along with the legislation.
But, there is one thing in my mind that
I feel he should explain to the House.
Inasmuch as the amount of the national
debt has not increased, supposedly, since
1955 and since the fiscal year 1955 up
through the fiscal year 1958, according
to the President’s own budget, the in-
terest rate on the national debt has in-
creased more than a total of $4 billion,
I would love for the gentleman to explain
what brought about the increased in-
terest payments to the membership of
this House.

Mr. MILLS. If my friend from Ken-
tucky will pardon me, I do not want to
inject the matter of interest into this
discussion, because we are thinking here
in terms of the amount of securities in-
volved and what is needed fto permit
their management.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. In connection with the
act to which the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Patman] referred, providing for a
$5 billion cushion for the Treasury, is it
not a fact that that was designed for
short-term credit rather than long-term
credit, but there is no prohibition in that




698

act which prevents it being used for
long-term credit purposes?

Mr. MILLS. I would nof for 1 min-
ute deny the right that exists under
existing law for the Treasury to sell
securities to the Federal Reserve. What
I find wrong with Mr. PATMAN’S sugges-
tion is the rigidity of the proposal

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., I think
there must be a misunderstanding about
the $5 billion that the gentleman from
Texas was talking about. I think there
may be a feeling here that that is bor-
rowing authority outside of the debt
limit, and it is not. That $5 billion is
within the present limitation of $275
billion.

Mr. MILLS. That is right.
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Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. And that
makes a big difference.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I understand
that every year for the past 4 years—
at least I have been told many times—we
have had a balanced budget. Now, if
the budget has been balanced in the last
4 years, how does it happen that the
national debt continues to go up?

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman recog-
nizes that we granted a temporary in-
crease in the debt limit three times since
this administration came into office.
That was to permit the elbowroom that
I talked about here earlier today.
There are times in the course of a fiscal
year when you take in money at a more
rapid rate than other times. But, the

January 21

gentleman knows that the expenditures
by the Federal Government are a regu-
lar thing, month by month, week by
week, and day by day, so that there will
be periods of time when the Treasury
is running into the hole because money
is not coming in and expenditures are
being made to meet due obligations.
There are other times when your money
is coming in much faster than expendi-
tures are being made, and there will be
very wide variations in the amount of
the debt within a fiscal year.

Mr. ABERNETHY., But we still have
a balanced budget,.

Mr., MILLS, Yes.

Mr. Chairman, in completing my
statement I would like to read into the
record of this debate the history of the
debt limitation as prepared by the
Treasury Department,

Debt limitation under sec. 21 of the Second Liberly Bond Act as amended— Hislory of legislation

ot—
Sept. 24, 1917:
Sec. 1 (40 Stat, 288) authorized bonds In the Ral s e e e 187, 538, 045, 400
3 Sgc 131(;0 Stat. 200) authorized certificates of indebtedness outstanding (revelving authority) 2 4, 000, 000, 000
r
. Amending sec. 1 (40 Stat. 502) Increased bond authority to..._. 112, 000, 000, 000
Amending sec. 5 (40 Stat. 504) increased authority for certificates outstanding to 2.8, 000, 000, 000
iﬁ[ﬂy 93 191“ amnndu.‘ls sec. 1 (40 Stat. 844) increased bond autbority to...... 1.20, 000, 000, 000
ar, 3, 1019:
Ar.uending sec. 5 (40 Stat. 1311) increased authority for certificates ontstanding to £ 10, 000, 000, 000
New see, 18 added (40 Stat. 1308) authorized notes in the amountof.. ... ... 1.7, 000, 000, 000
Nov. 23, 1921, amending sec. 18 (42 Stat. 321) increased note author 'ty to outstandin, (establ’ shing revolving author’ t}) 27, 500, 000, 000
June 17, 1929, amending sec. 5 (46 Stat. 19) authorized Treasury b'lls in lleu of certificates of indebtedness, no change in limitation for the outstanding... 2 10,000, 000, 000
Mar. 3, 1931, amending sec. 1 (48 Stat. 1506) increased bond authority to............ £k 1§28, 000, 000, 000
%a% 30, 1934 amending sec. 18 (48 Stat. 343) increased suthority for notes outstanding to. 2 10, 000, 000, 000
e
.Ammdlng sec. 1 (40 Stat. 20) I'm'ted bonds outstanding (establishing revolving authority £0) - oo oo e eeeeaea 25, 000, 000, 0D
New sg:l: 21 added (49 Stat. 21) consolidated authority for certificates and bills (see. 5) and author.ty for notes (sec. 18). Same aggregate amount out- ] -
R I T L s o e i oy o e i P P A
New sec, 2'2. added (49 Stat. 21) authorized Un'ted States savings bonds within authority of sec. 1. A0.508. 006
May 26, 1038, amending secs. 1 and 21 (52 Stat. 447) consolidated in sec. 21, authority for bonds, certificates of indebtedness, Treasury bills and notes (out-
sts.ndln.g bonds 1'mited to £30,000,000,000). Bame ageregate total onbstand g, . .. ..o e ceiiiiacmeciasaeseiessesesoeese s aa 45, 000, 000, 000
July 20, 1030 (53 Stat. 1071), amending sec. 21 removed lim tation on bonds w.thout change total authorized outstanding of bonds, certificates of indebted-
PR, T rPABITY DI I ThOBOB. oo oo omm im0 B B e B e # 45, 000, 000, 000
June 5, 1040 (54 Stat. 526), sec. 302, see. 21 of the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, is hereby further amended by inserting **(a)" after **21." and
by ndélng at the end of such sect'on a new parazranh as follows:
*(b) In addit'on to the amount suthorized by the preceding paragraph of this sect’on, and obligations authorized by sect!ons 5 and 18 of this Act, as
amended, not to exceed in the aggregate $4,000,000,000 outstanding at any one t'me, Tess any retirements made from the spec’al fund made available
under section 301 of the Revenue Act of 1040, may be issued under said séctions to provide the Treasury with funds to meet any expenditures made,
after June 30, 1940, for the natlonal defense, or to relmburse the general fund of the Treasury therefor, any such obligations so issued shall be desig-
T BT TR T L e et St R S e S R S s Al S L S S e e LD R oo i U e S 4 4, 000, 000, 000
l?eb 19, 1041 (65 Stat. 7), amending see. 21 te read “Provided that the face amount of obligations lssued under the suthority of this Act shall nnt exceed
in the $65,000,000,000 outstanding at any one time,” Eliminates separate authority for $4,000,000,000 of national d series -- 1685, 000, 000, 000
Mar. 28, 1042 ?Eﬁ Stat. 180), amending sec, 21 increasing limitetion to $125,000,000,000 2125, 000, 000, 000
Apr. 10. 1048 (57 Stat. 63) B!!l!mdin,: sac, 21 Il‘ll:reas!l'lg limitation to $210, 0010, 01.‘0 000, 2210, 000, 000, 000
June 9, 1944 (568 Stat, 272), Ing see. 21 & T L T T I T T S L AT Lo i 2 260, 000, 000, 000
Apr. 3, 19{5(;59 Btat. 47), mnantlinu sec. 21 to read: “The face amount ol’obllgutinns issued under authority of this Act, and the face amount of obligations
guaranteed as to principnl and interest by the United States (except such guaranteed obligations as may be held by the Becretary of the Treasury), shall
ot exceed in the te 000,000,000 o bt an AN B Ry OO I, e e m e et s i S e g e i e i % 300, 000, 000, 000
Jlme 26. 1046 (60 Stat, 316) amending sec. 21 decreasing limitation to $275,000,000,000 and adding, “the current redemption value of any obligation issued on
a discount basls which Is redeemable prior to maturity at the option of the holder thereof shall be considered, for the purposes of this section, to be the
B T O B N . e e e e v ol i i i M it el e . e 275, 000, 000, 000
Aug. 28, 1954 (68 Stat, 895), amending see. 21, effective Aug. 23, 1054, and ending June 30, 1035, temporarily increasing limitation by $6,000,000,000 to. ... '281 nououo, 000
June 30, 1955 (69 Stat, 241), amending Aug. 23. 1954, act, by extending until June 30, 1956, increase in limitation to.... 1, 000, 000, 000

July 9, 1056 (70 Stat. 519):

Amending act of Aug. 28, 1954, temporarily increasing !im:lt.atlop by $3,000,000,000, for period beginning on July 1, 1956, and ending on June 30, 1957, to.. ' m 000, 000, 000

Eflective July 1, 1857, temporary increase ter

tion reverts, under act of June 26, 1946, to_...

1 Limitation on fssue.

* Limitation on cutstanding,

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I join with my distin-
guished colleague and chairman, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MiLLsl,
to urge the membership of this distin-
guished Committee to support the pas-
sage of the bill H. R. 9955 to provide a
temporary increase of $5 billion in the
statutory debt limit.

I want to say here that I deplore the
fact that we have to do this, but I believe
it is absolutely essential to do it if we
are going to play fair with those who are
managing our debt.

This legislation was requested by the
administration to authorize a temporary
increase of $5 billion in the public debt.
Under the legislation the existing publie
debt limit of $275 billion would be in-
creased immediately upon enactment of

275, 000, 000, 000

% Limitation on issues less retirements.

the bill to $280 billion for a period ending
on June 30, 1959.

As the membership of this Committee
knows, this legislation was recommended
in the President’s budget message to the
Congress and in addition its enactment
was ably supported by the distinguished
Secretary of the Treasury and the dis-
tinguished Director of the Bureau of the
Budget who appeared before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in public
hearings on January 17, 1958. To re-
port in summary form to the member-
ship of this Committee on the substance
of the testimony before the Committee
on Ways and Means by the administra-
tion spokesmen I will state that the fol-
lowing points were made: First, the cash
balance position of the Treasury is such
as to render it difficult for the Federal
Government to at all times meet its obli-
gations as they come due; second, the

narrow margin between the actual pub-
lic indebtedness and the statutory limit
tends to deny the fiscal flexibility neces-
sary for the efficient and most economi-
cal management of the debt; third, Fed-
eral receipts are seasonal in nature and
do not uniformly correspond to the less
seasonal character of expenditure outgo;
and fourth, the increase in the debt limit
does not constitute authorization for in-
creased spending and the administra-
tion will maintain maximum vigilance
in endeavoring to safeguard against any
expenditure of public funds that is not
absolutely essential to the public wel-
fare and security.

In connection with the implication in
the last point I enumerated I would like
to state that the need for considering
this legislation implies in effect a day of
accounting for the traditional spenders
in Congress and elsewhere in our Federal
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Government. The need for this legis-
lation today cannot solely be attributed
to today’'s circumstances but instead re-
fiects more basically the evils of the past
25 years of an ever-increasing Federal
bureaucracy and the adherence to the
fallacious philosophy that in peace as
well as in war the Government can spend
the taxpayer’s dollar more prudently
than the taxpayer can himself. We
should all realize that as we increase
the public indebtedness we are assuring
to future generations an onerous tax
burden that will not be of their own
creation.

During the course of the public hear-
ings on this legislation the membership
of the Committee on Ways and Means
made searching inquiry of the Secretary
of the Treasury to determine whether
or not a lesser amount of increase than
the $5 billion provided for in this bill
would not be sufficient to deal with the
current fiscal situation. Secretary An-
derson convincingly made the point that
the contingencies of our debt and fiscal
management fully warranted and even
necessitated the granting of the amount
provided for in H. R. 9955. One of the
contingencies cited by Secretary Ander-
son that I believe particularly impressed
the committee was the prospect of the
sudden need for fully exploiting a pos-
sible scientific or technological break-
through in our defense effort that would
occasion the need for this flexibility in
debt management.

I am convinced that the Members of
the House are sufficiently aware of the
record of public service rendered by my
distinguished chairman, the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. MiLs], and myself
to know that we would not be here today
advocating this legislation if we were
not convinced that its enactment by the
Congress was essential to the welfare and
security of our Nation.

Mr. Chairman, these matters probably
have been mentioned, although I was
called away and could not be here in
the early part of the debate to hear the
gentleman from Arkansas {Mr. MrLs],
However, there are a few points we
should keep in mind. I do not believe
anybody in the House would want a sit-
uation to arise where the Government
could not meet its obligations, could not
meet its payrolls. You can imagine the
effect that either of these consequences
would have on the country at large and
on our banks. If would simply frighten
the people to find their Government un-
able to meet its obligations.

T do not know whether this point was
brought out or not, but in a transit
strike such as occurred in New York
where the payroll checks were held up,
where money that should come in does
not come and obligations are due and
have to be met, you have a situation
where the Treasury finds itself short a
billion or two billion dollars. There are
many other contingencies that could
arise that would throw us into a rather
chaotic situation. So we ought to listen
to the Secretary of the Treasury, who
has the responsibility of managing the
public debt.

Another thing I want to call to your
attention is this: It will not be long
before there will be bills before this
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body to increase foreign-aid programs.
When you stop and think of the situa-
tion where our public debt is greater
than the combined debts of all the other
countries we are helping with foreign
aid, I think it is time we stop and do
something for our own people here at
home. We ought to cut down on our
liberality in foreign aid.

There are many other situations and
contingencies that may arise. You will
have the trade agreement bill up in this
body. Think of the unemployment that
is going on. In one case alone 17,000
people are out of employment because
of the steel shipped in here by Japan.
If our steel companies cannot meet the
situation, what industry can? You will
find that there is not a Congressional
district today that is not suffering from
unemployment because of the imports
that are pouring into this country. Why
are they pouring in? Because we have
spent $60 billion in one form or an-
other in foreien aid, and that meant
the retooling of factories in the various
countries of the world that compete
with us.

We have to do a little bit of thinking,
as I said before, about our people here
at home. They have been carrying this
burden and have been very patient.
We have to assume the responsibility of
stopping this matter of pouring money
into situations abroad which are not
necessary, as many of you know who
have been abroad. You know that for-
eign-aid money is not being wisely spent.
You know that great projects have been
promoted abroad that are of no use at
all to these foreign countries and to the
welfare of their peoples. It is just
spending money, any way to spend
money.

It has to be stopped, and there is only
one solution to achieving tax reduction,
just one, and that is to stop the spend-
ing. When we begin to slow down the
spending we will find ourselves all right.

Also, Mr. Chairman, we will find our-
selves picking up economic vitality when
we enact legislation that gives a little
tariff protection against all these ship-
ments that are pouring into this country.

I thank you for your patience in listen-
ing to me. I think I have a record for
economy since I have been in this Con-
gress. I think all told I have voted
against more than $68 billion in unwar-
ranted spending in this House. I think
we would have been in pretty good shape
if we had been a little more prudent in
looking after our own people.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mason].

Mr, MASON. Mr. Chairman, first I
want to say how proud I was of the dem-
onstration put on by our new chairman,
and the very forceful and very powerful
argument he made for what I consider
a rather weak program.

I also want to say that our ranking
member did about as good a job as could
possibly be done along that line, because
in my opinion raising the debt limit is
a very foolish move. There is not one
of us that does not know that the spend-
ers are in the saddle and have been for
the last 15 or 20 years.

Mr., FORAND. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. MASON. I cannot yield at this
time.

When I say “the spenders are in the
saddle,” I mean the New Deal spenders
and the Modern Republican spenders;
and I am not throwing any aspersions
upon the President. But I do want to
say that if this House had not listened to
the spenders in the last 15 or 20 years, our
debt limit would not have been over $100
billion. Instead of that it is approxi-
mately twice as much as all the countries
of Europe put together owe; and it is time
for us to call a halt. Refusing to raise
the debt limif is one way to call a halt.

Mr. Chairman, the President has asked
the Congress to raise the national debt
limit from $275 billion to $280 billion.
This simply means he is asking us to in-
crease the borrowing power of the ad-
ministration by $5 billion so that his
“spenders” will have that much more to
spend if they feel they need to do so. It
means the administration then will not
need to live within its income of $75 bil-
lion—the largest income Uncle Sam has
ever enjoyed. It means also that the
present administration has no intention
of adopting the money-saving Hoover
recommendations nor of reducing the
foreign aid program.

I was one of the three members of the
Ways and Means Committee who voted
against this proposal in committee. I
will be one of the minority to vote against

.it on the floor. As a Nation we can and

should live within our income just as the
great majority of the American people
live within their incomes.

Mr. Chairman, if this Congress would
just do two things—mamely, adopt the
Hoover recommendations, and stop giv=
ing out foreign aid—we could save $10
billion a year. That would make possible
a tax cut of $5 billion, a payment on the
national debt of $3 billion, and we would
still have $2 billion extra for needed na-
tional defense.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. FORRESTER].

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman, to-
day we are confronted with the request
of our President and Commander in
Chief that we raise the national debt
limit five additional billion dollars.

Today, I will cast my first vote to raise
the national debt limit. Twice bhefore
have I voted on the issue of whether or
not the debt ceiling would be raised, and
each time I voted “no.” I distinctly re-
call voting against raising the debt ceil-
ing on July 31, 1953, and speaking on this
floor against that proposal. On another
occasion I voted against raising the na-
tional debt limit.

I well recognize the grave danger in
my vote today. I am voting to raise the
ceiling now only because I am of the
opinion that our Nation faces the gravest
dangers ever confronting the human
race. I am voting to raise this ceiling
on the premise that our leadrs in both
parties will realistically and immediately
start a program to build intercontinental
missiles, satellites, submarines, planes,
and speedily accomplish scientific
achievements that will insure the pro-
tection of our citizens, our Nation, and
our philosophies, and will proceed to win
this race against death that Russia is so
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relentlessly waging, If our leaders will
bend their backs and give their hearts
and souls to this serious task, we can and
will win this race.

Mr. Chairman, this serious dilemma
does not stem from a shortage of scien-
tists, nor from alleged deficiencies in our
schools as some persons claim they have
suddenly discovered. We have sufficient
scientists who are dedicated. I do not
share the view that it is necessary for
us to restore any scientist to the job of
developing weapons that will destroy the
human race, when that scientist for
many years associated with Communists
and married the widow of a Communist.

I do not share the view that our high
schools have fallen down on the job. On
the contrary, I think that our schocls
have performed magnificently. I well
understand that some of our fine young
high-school pupils select easy courses
when they have preferences as to what
courses they will pursue. No school or
teacher can be criticized for such deci-
sions, however, because actually those
are decisions that the parents should
diligently work out with their children,
to the end that they would aspire to take
subjects that, although harder, would
insure their making a contribution to
their country and to the world.

Actually, I think that our publie schools
have no problems that a little more
money from the State level would not
cure, I believe that most of the re-
spective States can furnish that money
now., I am confident that if the Central
Government could reduce the taxes a
little in order that the States might use
that released taxation for education, our
schools would surprise everyone with the
type of students they turn out,

No, Mr. Chairman, our dilemma does
not stem from a shortage of scientists or
from real deficiencies in our schools and
teachers. The unpleasant fruth is that
this dilemma that we find ourselves in
is directly traceable to the fact that some
leaders in both of our major parties have
for the past 3 years been engaged unwit-
tingly in the social revolution stirred up
by minority groups, not realizing per-
haps that this social revolution was origi-
nally conceived by the Communists. For
the past 3 years civil-rights legislation
was designated as the No. 1 business of
the present national administration and
by some leaders of both major parties.

I sincerely hope that those leaders
were listening in on television last Sat-
urday night when Mike Wallace inter-
viewed John Gates, a Communist and
the former editor of the Daily Worker.
If they were listening, they heard John
Gates take the credit for this movement
and give it to the Communist Party.
John Gates affirmatively said the credit
belonged to the Communist Party, fail-
ing only to say that the Communist Party
started this agitation for the express
purpose of dividing our people.

Mr. Chairman, this emergency is going
to last a long time. We have no other
alternative except to face this appalling
fact. Anyone advocating all-out war
now is a menace to the world. Any per-
son with ordinary sense is bound to know
that an all-out war would virtually de-
stroy civilization. In order to prevent
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this war, we must be stronger than our
adversaries. Since we confront these
awful truths, never has it been so neces-
sary that for every dollar spent, we get
a dollar’s worth of implements or service.
I sincerely hope, Mr. Chairman, that
each and every person entrusted with the
spending of defense money will under-
stand that he is the guardian of that
trust set up for the purpose of preserving
everything precious to all humanity
everywhere.

Mr. FORAND. Mr, Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. HERLONG].

Mr., HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I
listened to all the testimony that was
presented to the committee on the pro-
posed increase of the debt limit, and I
am convinced that we cannot get along
with only increasing it $3 billion; I am
convinced that the full $5 billion increase
contained in the bill is necessary; and I
am speaking as one who is not given to
loose action with the taxpayers’ money.
I think you know my reputation in that
regard.

I know you have heard the gquestion
asked: What would happen in the event
we do not pass this bill as it is drawn
today? It simply would mean that the
Government would have to postpone pay-
ing its obligations.

If we want to call a halt to the spend-
ers—and I skould like to call a halt to
the spenders, my friends, but I believe
the time to call a halt to the spenders is
when the appropriation bills come up—
then we should cut off or postpone a lot
of appropriations.

To postpone the payment of our obli-
gations would cause the world to say we
were welshing on our obligations. We
cannot do that; we cannot be in the
position of postponing our obligations.

Some people have the impression that
by failing to pass this bill we would save
money. Ag.in, that is not a factual be-
lief. We would not save money, as a
matter of fact it would cost us more
money.

Testimony was given to the committee
by the Secretary of the Treasury to the
effect that the debt limit has forced the
Government in the past 7 months to re-
sort to more expensive financial prac-
tices. Let me give you two examples of
how that has cost us money.

Last fall the Federal Government bor-
rowed nearly $2 billion through the Fed-
eral National Mortgage Association to
keep this borrowing outside of the debt
limit, This involved an extra cost of
about one-half of a point in interest over
the rate on direct borrowing, or a cost of
$10 million in interest on that one trans-
action alone.

Another example: Contractors were
encouraged to use their own financial re-
sources to finance work in progress rather
than to use Government progress pay-
ments; because, again, the Treasury had
to postpone its obligations to keep from
going over the debt limit. Assuming that
$200 million payments were postponed for
6 months in this way, then the con-
tractors would have to be compensated
for the extra interest cost of the money
which would be at least another $3 mil-
lion more than the cost of the same bor-
rowing by the Federal Government.
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So while it is easy to say: “Hold them
down,” we will not save any money by
failing to increase the limit.

And then you heard the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] ask
the question: “Why does the national
debt continue to be raised each year when
we have had a supposedly balanced
budget?”

The reason for these recent exten-
sions of the debt limit is that the rev-
enues come in most heavily in the latter
half of the fiscal year and expenditures
must be met evenly through the year.
This means that the debt is higher in
the winter months than at the end of
the fiscal year.

While the debt at the end of the fiseal
year has not increased significantly in
recent years I would like to emphasize
that the debt has been drastically re-
duced compared to our national ability
to pay. In 1946 when the debt limit
was set at $275 billion the public debt
stood at 132 percent of the gross na-
tional product. Presently the debt
stands at only 63 percent of the gross
national produet,

I might say that the problem with
which the debt limit is mostly concerned
is the enormous backlog of appropriation
authority. The budget document esti-
mates that at the end of the present
fiscal year there will be an accumulation
of $70 billion of unspent appropriation
balances.

A few years ago that amount was about
$100 billion. The balanced budget that
we have each year is a comparison of
estimated cash expenditures as against
estimated revenues. The national debt
is our cash situation. We are contin-
ually spending money actually that has
been appropriated in recent years, The
debt limit, however, prevents the ad-
ministration from suddenly spending,
say, $10 billion, from this backlog above
the amount of planned expenditures in
the budget document.

Mr., ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERLONG. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. ABERNETHY. If that be true
then it is not correct to say that we have
a balanced budget. If we have been ap-
propriating more and spending more
than has been taken in, then the budget
has not been balanced.

Mr. HERLONG. There was a backlog
several years ago of fifty-five to sixty
billion dollars in the Defense Establish-
ment alone which had been appropriated
but not spent. That is down. We are
spending what has already been appro-
priated.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I always under-
stood that a balanced budget was the
result of income equaling outgo, or vice
Versa.

Mr., HERLONG. We have two budg-
ets. We have an estimated budget and
an actual cash budget. -

Mr. ABERNETHY. If we have tw
kinds of budgets, do they consist of one
that shows the real thing and the other a
political budget?

Mr. HERLONG. No. The budget
presented to the Congress is an estimate,
as the gentleman knows.
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Still the budget
has been balanced?

Mr. HERLONG. On the basis of esti-
mated revenue as against estimated ex-
penditures.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERLONG. I yield tothe gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. In view of this
carryover of previously appropriated
funds, then is it not true the decision as
to whether we are going to create a situ-
ation requiring an increase in the debt
ceiling is a decision that is essentially
administrative rather than legislative,
because the decision as to the amount
and the rate of spending of this pre-
viously appropriated money is basically
an Executive decision; is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. HERLONG. It is principally up
to the Bureau of the Budget and the
Executive to determine when that money
is to be released, but they can release no
more than they can obtain from the rev-
enues and under the debt ceiling.

Mr. JOHANSEN. If the decision is
made that we have to step up expendi-
tures two or three billion dollars more,
it is entirely believable we might be
faced with a new and further request for
raising the debt ceiling?

Mr. HERLONG. Yes. That is why I
do not want to hamstring us with & $3
billion increase at this time.

Mr. JOHANSEN. One of the parts of
the problem that faces us is this vast
carryover of previously appropriated
funds?

Mr. HERLONG. There is always a
carryover of previously appropriated
funds. The necessary lead time on de-
fense contracts and things like that
causes it. That is going to continue to
be at a pretty high level for some time.

Mr. JOHANSEN. The more that
carryover the more the potential prob=-
lem; is that not correct?

Mr. HERLONG. That is true.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
JENKINS].

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, the
addresses by the distinguished gentle-
man from Arkansas and the distin-
guished gentleman from New York have
practically exhausted this proposal be-
cause those gentlemen have covered
every phase of the problem.

However, there is one thing that should
go in the Recorp at this time and that
is this little bill itself to see what it does.
It is the best argument in favor of its
passage. The bill provides:

Be it enacted, ete., That, during the period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
this act and ending on June 30, 1858, the
public debt limit set forth in the first sen-
tence of section 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as amended, shall be temporarily
increased by §56 billion.

It does not say how it is going to be
spent or what is going to become of it.
As a matter of fact, they already owe it.
So, I say, that explains itself. We are
doing today what we ought to do; just
exactly what we ought to do, and I do
not see how you can get around it. We
have to pay, but we do not have to pay
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forever. This is limited to the period
ending June 30, 1959, and the limit is
prescribed. It is not such a terrible bill
either way, and I am glad that it is not,
because I want to support it.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, SiMpsON].

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise to support this bill. At
the outset I would like to commend the
chairman of our committee, the distin-
guished gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Mirrs]. Asour new chairman he has al-
ready demonstrated that he will give our
committee excellent leadership, and I am
sure the information he will bring to
the House from time to time will be in
accord with the facts. Keeping in mind
the distinguished gentlemen who have
preceded him as chairmen of the com-
mittee during my membership and with
the greatest of respect to them, I do
commend the gentleman from Arkansas
to this body as a worthy successor to
them.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
with the gentleman and others who see
fit to support this piece of legislation. I
am really not troubled about it as some
of my good friends are, for the prineipal
reason that I do not see much in it beside
the making certain that we do have the
dollars to pay the bills, the bills being
the obligations that you and I create.
They are not bills that are created by
somebody downtown. They are not bills
that are created by some entity called
an administration. They are bills that
are created by the membership of the
Congress. While it is true that the Dem=-
ocrat Political Party controls the House
and the Senate and thereby is in the ma-
jority in creating these spending obliga-
tions and- that we are now creating the
means by which they are to be paid, it is
not political when I say that this is legis-
lation that has to be passed, a bill pre-
sumably for the advantage of all the
American people. And, keeping that in
mind, I just cannot see any real objection
in following good financial policies and
providing the money to pay the bills.
Really, it is rather analogous to any one
of us going to a bank to have the board of
directors of the bank allow us a line of
credit so that we may, as the exigencies
of the situation require, and as we need
the money, go to the bank and borrow
according to our business requirements.
That, I say, is what we are doing here.

Now, it was argued that if we are lax
and permit too great authority in these
respects, there might be an attempt to
waste money; that the administration,
recognizing that it has more borrowing
power, might see fit to cause wasteful
and useless expense. I am not troubled
that way, for I repeat that the present
situation is in the hands of the Congress.

Now, secondly, we are told by the
Secretary of the Treasury and by the
Director of the Budget that in view of
the narrow cash margin within which
the administration must operate today,
the problem of the spending obligations
coming in faster at certain times of the
year in comparison with the tax dollars
that are coming in from the taxpayers
makes the need for this legislation par-
ticularly acute.
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So I repeat, all we will do under the
pending legislation is to provide an area
within which, if the spending obliga-
tions are created by the Congress, the
money may be secured at the lowest
possible interest rates so that the security
of the country, financial and otherwise,
may thereby be maintained.

Mr. Chairman, it is to be regretted
that debate on the legislation before this
committee, H. R. 9955, providing a tem-
porary increase in the statutory debt
limit should be made the ocecasion by
some of my Democrat collecagues for
what might be characterized as unin-
spired politically motivated remarks
about the conduct of our Nation’s fiscal
affairs. My regret stems from the
awareness that this legislative measure
presently under consideration is neces-
sary to the economic and military
strength of our Nation. To disregard
facts in the manner some of my Demo-
crat colleagues have done under these
circumstances is to fail to bring to the
consideration of this legislation the ma-
ture judgment and evaluation that it
requires.

The partisan attack made by my
Democrat colleagues requires answer
and I will endeavor to answer the
charges accurately and without distor-
tion by examining the record.

When the present Republican admin-
istration assumed office the national debt
was rising steadily under the impact of
heavy Government spending. The Re-
publican administration inherited a
spending program created by the Tru-
man administration that called for a
$9.4 billion budgetary deficit for the fis-
cal year ending in June 1953 and the
public indebtedness exceeded $266 bil-
lion. Moreover, the Truman budget
submitted to the Congress in early Jan-
uary 1953 projected even higher Govern-
ment spending with an estimated deficit
of $99 billion for fiscal year 1954. If
the Truman proposed deficit had been
allowed to ocecur in 1954, the public in-
debtedness would have been $276 billion
on June 30, 1954, In addition to these
scheduled budgetary deficits that the
Republican administration inherited
from the Truman administration, the
Republican Party also was confronted
with $80 billion in unpaid obligations
and spending commitments that it had
been bequeathed by the defunct Truman
administration.

The advent of the Republican admin-
istration brought into being an immedi-
ate program to effectively cope with the
chaotic condition that existed with re-
spect to our Federal fiscal affairs. 'The
proposed deficit of almost $10 billion that
had been projected by the Truman ad-
ministration for fiscal 1954 was reduced
to an actual deficit of $3.1 billion. As a
result the public debt under the Eisen=
hower administration on June 30, 1954,
was $271 billion instead of $276 billion
as had been planned by the Democrat
Party.

The balanced budgets actually experi-
enced in fiscal years 1956 and 1957 and
the projected balance in 1959 mean that
the debt is no longer rising, other than
for seasonal fluctuations. The debt in
June 1959 is expected to be substantially
the same as the low point reached in
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June 1957. The goals of a balanced
budget and substantial tax reduction
which the Republican Party established
for itself in the pre-1952 election cam-
paign have been in part fulfilled. That
the Republican Party will effectively seek
to further the realization of these goals
is a firm commitment that the people
of our Nation know will be honored when
the security and economic well-being of
our Nation will permit.

Mr, Chairman, I will at this time as
part of my remarks include a summary
of budgetary data covering the fiseal
years 1946 through 1959 which I am con-
fident will be of considerable interest in
demonstrating the marked superiority of
the Republican Party over the Democrat
Party in handling our Nation’s fiscal
affairs.

Federal Government budget picture, fiscal
years 1946-59

[In billions of dollars]

Surplus
Year ending June 30— | Receipts | Expendi-| (4) or
tures deficit
(=)
30.8 60. 4 -20.7
30.8 30.0 +.8
41.5 3.1 +8.4
7.7 89,5 —18
6. 5 20,6 =3.1
= 47.6 44.1 +3.5
61.4 65. 4 —4.0
64.8 4.3 -0.4
68.0 7.9 —0.9
647 67.8 =3.1
60.4 64.6 —4.2
68.2 66. 5 +1.6
710 60.4 +168
72.4 72.8 —.4
1050 estimated 1_________ 74.4 739 +.5
1 Budget document of outgoing administration, Jan. 9,

3 Budget document, Jan, 13, 1958,

. 'This table shows that in 3 of the 6
fiscal years under the Republican ad-
ministration a budgetary surplus either
has been realized or is projected. This
record was achieved in the face of the
greatest tax reduction enacted in the
history of our Nation, in the amount of
$7.4 billion, which occurred at a time
that the Republican administration was
supported by a Republican Congress.
Under the leadership of the Democrat
Party only 3 of the previous 20 years pro-
duced budgetary surpluses, and two of
these surpluses can properly be attrib-
uted to the Republican-controlled 80th
Congress.

It is safe to say that the heavy burden
of inherited spending commitments of
the Truman administration were in large
part responsible for causing the public
debt to rise by an estimated $5.1 billion
during the first 6 full fiscal years of the
Eisenhower administration. It should be
noted, however, that this amount is sub-
stantially less than would have occurred
if the Democrat Party had remained in
power, and it is significantly less than the
$7.7 billion increase that occurred during
the 6 previous years under the Demo-
crats..

I would like to commend my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Reepl, for his able re-
marks on this legislation. Without
doubt, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. REEp] stands as an outstanding ex-
ambple as a consistent advocate of fiscal
responsibility and integrity. His wisdom
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and judgment on fiscal matters have
contributed greatly to the advancement
of the national interest. It is therefore
significant and should be heeded by us
all that the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Reep] stated in his remarks today
that—

The need for considering this legislation
implies in effect a day of accounting for the
traditional spenders in Congress and else-
where in our Federal Government. The need
for this legislation today cannot solely be
attributed to today’s circumstances but in-
stead reflects more baslically the evils of the
past 25 years of an ever-increasing Federal
bureaucracy and the adherence to the fal-
lacious philosophy that in peace as well as in
war the Government can spend the taxpay-
er's dollar more prudently than the taxpayer
can himself.

Today we find those same traditional
spenders in Congress that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Reep] referred to
being especially politically vocal in their
eriticism of the Republican administra-
tion.

On the subject of spending I presume
that we can conclude that those mem-
bers of the Demoerat Party who today
criticize the President for not proposing
sufficiently high spending in his budget
for fiscal year 1959 and who suggest it
may be necessary to increase proposed
spending by an additional amount in
excess of $2 billion are the same Demo-
crats who only last year were claiming
credit for having reduced the budget for
fiscal year 1958 by amounts ranging
from three to six billion dollars. By
their panic induced about-face they are
clearly demonstrating their undeviating
allegiance to the Truman doctrine of
military preparedness predicated on a
feast or famine basis. It will be recalled
that this Truman doctrine of totally
neglecting our Defense Establishment in
peacetime and then hysterically spend-
ing billions for hasty rearmament in
wartime was responsible for our tragic
lack of preparedness on the eve of Korea
and our failure in the period from 1946
through 1952 to maintain an effective
rocket and missile development program
so as to keep our Nation well ahead of
imperialist Russia in military research.
Under the leadership of the Republican
Party we have departed from the feast or
famine Truman concept of national in-
security and have engaged in a soundly
balanced preparedness program that
finds our Nation the possessor of the
most powerful military might in the
world but still finds our Nation dedicated
resolutely to preserving peace.

On the subject of spending, fiscal sta-
tistics clearly demonstrate the Republi-
can superiority in promoting wise econ-
omy and gives conclusive proof to the
indictment of the Democrat Party as
being the profligate spenders. In the
period of the Republican 83d Congress
our Nation benefited from a sharply de-
clining level of Federal spending from
1953 to 1955 and during the Democrat-
controlled 84th and 85th Congresses
there has been a sharp rise in the level
of Federal spending. The budget re-
duction in the Republican phase was ap=
proximately $10 billion and the total in-
crease in the Democrat phase more than
exceeded that figure. The increase in
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the Democrat spending in the 84th Con-
gress can in substantial part be attrib-
uted to the fact that the Democrats pro-
vided for nearly 200 new or increased
programs based largely on the imposi-
tion of Federal aid programs on the
States.

Again, for politically motivated rea-
sons some of my Democrat colleagues in
this chamber have undertaken today to
talk about recession and unemployment.
They have, in effect, charged the Re-
publican administration with bringing
about this acknowledged period of eco-
nomic adjustment. These panicky ex-
ponents of rampant inflation who think
anything less than a 5-percent annual
increase in the cost of living is a reces-
sion have apparently forgotten the un-
employment that existed in the short-
lived period of peacetime during the
Truman era when unemployment in
February 1950 stood at 4.7 million. In
evaluating the charges of these mem-
bers of the Democrat Party it is well to
look at the record with respect to the
economic health of our Nation.

Under the Republican Party the Amer-
ican people have experienced a mean-
ingful inerease in spendable income, in
purchasing power, and in personal eco-
nomie security. The cost of living rose
under the Democrat Party at an aver-
age increase of about 7 percent per year
for the last 13 years that party was in
power but has risen at an annual aver-
age of only 1.2 percent over the past 5
years under the Republican Party.
With confidence in our Republican na-
tional leadership the business commu-
nity is spending unprecedented sums on
new plant and equipment providing more
jobs for our American workers and in-
creasing worker productivity so that la-
bor’s reward for its services is greater
in terms of real income. The fariner
who suffered from Truman inflation and
Truman-induced regimentation of en-
forced surpluses has begun to realize a
return to the economie prosperity that
he so justly deserves. Farm income per
worker in 1957 was $1,920—an increase of
$209 over 1955. Farm prices have been
rising moderately and more important
the farmer’s economic future is more se-
cure and promising under the sound pol=-
icies advocated by the Republican ad-
ministration.

Our Democrat colleagues have also
undertaken to comment on the interest
cost attributable to the public debt. That
increase in the rate of interest under the
Republican Party has only been slightly
in excess of three-quarters of 1 percent
since the Republican Party came into
power January 1953. It should be re-
membered that these interest payments
are made to the holders of Government
securities—the American people—and it
is a matter of keeping faith with them
that they should receive a fair interest
rate on their investment. More signifi-
cantly however is the fact that the inter-
est cost was 2.1 percent of national in-
come in December 1952 and was exactly
the same percentage in December 1958.

Mr. Chairman, these are some of the
facts that conclusively refute the un-
founded -criticisms expressed by my
Democrat colleagues today. These
facts demonstrate the fiscal realities of
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the superiority of the Republican Party
over the Democrat Party in conducting
our Nation’s fiscal affairs.

In closing let me express support of
H. R. 9955 and urge its enactment as leg-
islation that is in the national interest.

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PATMAN].

INTEREST RATE INCREASES RECORDEREAKING

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, in the
last 5 years interest rates have been in-
creased more than at any other time in
the history of this Nation. It has been
estimated by statisticians and people
who have given some thought and study
to the effect of interest-rate increases,
that the American people will pay dur-
ing the year 1958 on an average of $10
billion more in interest charges than they
paid in 1952. An interest rate may
seem to be rather insignificant, but when
it is compounded and added clear across
the board it soon becomes very great in
amount.

BIXTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA INCREASE

Let us see what $10 billion per year
means, If you divide that by the num=-
ber of people in the country, about 172
million, you will find that the per capita
increase is $60. This means that during
this year 1958 interest costs will be $60
more per capita, than they would have
been on a comparable or equal debt in
1952. That is $300 per family of 5.
That does not necessarily mean that
every man, woman, and child has to be
in debt, to be obligated to pay their part
of the $60. Interest charges go into the
cost of everything that people buy, or
that is bought for them, and into every
service for which they pay. Every time
the interest rate is raised on utilities, for
instance, on electric lights, water, gas,
telephone, transportation—the rates go
up, and the consumers pay for it. Then,
of course, when the people vote city
bonds for any purpose the interest rates
go up on these, and the cost is in the tax
bill. Interest goes into every kind of
bill, including the rent bill.

So there are many ways the people
pay this $60 per person. It is added on
to everything they buy.

As a result of the tight-money high-
interest policy of the last few years,
high interest rates have been woven in-
to our economy, into our debt structure.
It will take 20 or 30 years—and on some
debts 40 years—to get them out, There
is no way to get them out, except to
pay BANKS HAVE PROFITED GREATLY

Because of the high-interest policy,
the banks have profited more than any-
body. Under this administration, every
action taken in the name of fighting in-
flation, has been an action that increased
interest rates and made it harder to
fight inflation.

HIGH INTEREST HAS CAUSED DEMAND FOR
DEET INCREASE

There were lots of ways to fight infla-
tion, but in the last few years only one
way was selected. That was a way that
would give the money-lenders more in-
terest. It is by reason of the banks’ col-
lecting all this high interest that our na-
tional debt is as large as it is today. If we
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had the high interest out of this national
debt, it would not be even as high as $275
billions. But now we have a bill here to
raise the debt limit from $275 billion to
$280 billions, Why? Because of high
interest.

THREE BILLIONS OF INCREASE TO GO TO

COMMERCIAL BANKS FOR USE

In regard to this $5 billion increase,
Secretary Anderson was Very courageous
and forthright as to its purpose. He
came right out before the Committee on
Ways and Means, when testifying for
this bill last Friday, said in fact, I want
this increased debt so that the Treasury
can keep $3 billion in the private banks,
In table 3 attached to his forward state-
ment, this is set out in black and white.

Why should the Treasury keep $3 bil-
lion in the commercial banks for them
to use? The banks do not pay interest
for that money. But the Treasury is
paying interest on it. The Treasury has
sold bonds, and collected money from the
people, and the bondholders will collect
the interest on those bonds, while the
money—=5$3 billion of it—is in the banks,
The banks can lend this money out and
collect interest, or invest it in the very
bonds that the Treasury is paying inter-
est on, and not pay one penny of inter-
est to the Treasury. Why should we re-
ward the banks this way?

FOR FEDERAL RESERVE

I like the banking system, and I am a
friend of the Federal Reserve System.
But there are certain changes I should
like to see made. I should like to get the
private bankers off the policymaking
boards. I do not think the bankers
should have any more right to fix inter-
est rates, to help themselves, than the
railroad owners should have a right of
being on the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to fix freight and passenger
rates, to help themselves. That is an
exactly comparable situation. So, the
first change I would make in the Federal
Reserve would be to get the bankers out
of the System, keep them from running
the Government’'s regulatory System.
They do not belong on there. Outside of
that, and a few other little changes, the
Federal Reserve System is fine.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. PERKINS. I certainly want to
thank the gentleman for enlightening
the House. May I ask him just how
much the interest rate has increased?
According to the figures I have taken
from the budget, the annual increase in
interest charges since 1955 is $1,431,-
000,000. IfI interpret the various budget
figures correctly and I think I do, the
increased interest on the public debt
since 19565 through the current fiscal
year, resulting from the tight-money
policy of the administration, totals
$4,137,000,000, Supposedly there has
been no increase in the public debt dur-
ing that 4-year period, but the increased
cost resulting from the high-interest-
rate policy of the administration is alone
sufficient to require an increase in the
debt ceiling of $275 billion. Why are we
paying so much interest now on the same
amount of debt?
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Mr. PATMAN. Because the adminis-
tration has deliberately caused the in-
crease in interest rates. That is why.
The service charge for carrying the na=
tional debt, caused by interest, has gone
up from below $5 billion to $7,800,000,000.
This is because many of the Treasury
securities are short term, and each time
they refinance it is at a higher interest
rate.

Now let us make a comparison, for the
purpose of bringing to your attention
what this means. This national debt
represents the cost of two major wars.
One time we were told that men were
going to sacrifice and going into the
armed services at a very low wage. By
reason of that we are also going to have
low-interest rates, we then thought.
People who would furnish the money to
fight the wars were not going to be
treated any better than the people who
went into uniform. So, take 1952, and
just before the amount that was paid to
the veterans of all wars, for pensions,
compensation, benefits, hospitalization,
insurance, and everything else, was ex-
actly the same as was paid in interest
charges on the national debt. That was
just before 1952.

But now this administration, while it
is trying to lower benefits to veterans;
take them off the pension rolls; and re-
duce their expenses here and there, it
actively pursues policies to give the peo-
ple who are furnishing the money, the
bankers and the bondholders, more bene-
fits. Their benefits have been increased
from $4.8 billion to $7.8 billion for carry-
ing the same burden—which is a 60~
percent increase.

It will take us 25 to 50 years to get
over this administration’s high interest,
hard money, policy. It will take us
that long by conserving and saving and
doing everything we can to pay the in-
terest that has been unnecessarily im-
posed upon us. The administration, in
fighting inflation by raising interest
rates, is just as logical as using gaso-
line to try to put out a fire. Increased
interest rates mean increased costs of
production and distribution, and in-
creased costs of production and distri-
bution mean increased prices. So in-
stead of deflating and fighting inflation
by decreasing the cost of money—a ma-
jor factor in all production—they have
actually been feeding the flames of in-
flation all along. Do you need more
proof? If you do, look at the record.
For more than 2 years increased interest
rates went into effect almost every
month, and with each increase prices
went higher. You might think that
after trying such a program for 6
months, say, the administration would
have stopped, looked and listened, and
would have paid some attention to what
they were causing; but no. They did not
stop. They went on 6 months more, and
prices went up further. Then they
pressed even harder for another 6
months more, and prices went still
higher. Yet they still claim they were
fighting inflation. How hypocritical! It
was just the opposite of fighting in-
flation.

FOR BANKERS MAKING A FAIR PROFIT
Now, my friends, why should we want
to reward people who have caused this
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interest rate inflation and who have
profited by it somuch? While the farm-
ers were in a depression, small busi-
nessmen in a depression, home builders
in a depression, even the railroads and
now the automobile people in a depres-
sion, the bankers have been making
plenty of money.

I like to see them make a fair profit.
But I do not like to see them given spe-
cial advantages. I like to see bankers
have a fair profit, yes, and I am for a
strong commercial banking system. I
would like to see unit banking, instead
of chain banking, I deplore the fact that
there is a tendency to concentrate bank-
ing into a small number of banks. The
banks should be controlled by local peo-
ple in every town. I believe in a profit-
able commercial banking system; we
have got to have it, but we do not want
to permit bankers to have advantages
that cause the rest of the people to
suffer. We do not want to make every-
body else suffer while giving the banks
advantages that they are not entitled to
receive.

So in this bill, Mr. Chairman, remem-
ber this, when you vote for a $5 billion
increase, you are voting to authorize Sec-
retary Anderson to keep $3 billion of that
money in private commercial banks over
the country.

‘When you vote for this $5 billion, then
you vote to put $3 billion of it into pri-
vate commercial banks for no good rea-
son on earth, except that it helps the
banks.

Some people will contend—I have
heard them say so—that the banks ren-
der a service to the Government. Yes,
they do, but they are well paid for that
service. I do not want them to render
any service free. But why should we put
aside $3 billion that the people are pay-
ing interest on, that the banks pay no
interest on but get the free use of, to
collect interest on? When you vote for
this entire $5 billion, you vote for $3
billion to go to these private commer-
cial banks for their use free of charge.

‘WILL RESERVE REQUIREMENTS OF BANKS BE

RAISED?

I keep hearing that the Federal Re-
serve is going to lower the discount rate.
May I warn you, Mr. Chairman, that in-
stead of increasing the discount rate
every time, in order to fight inflation,
they should have raised reserve require-
ments of the banks. That would not
have been a mandate to the banks to
automatically, deliberately increase in-
terest rates clear across the board.

Now, as the administration and the
Federal Reserve start to ficht deflation,
they will say the country has to have
more money. They will soon reduce re-
serve requirements of the commercial
banks so that the banks can create more
money to buy the bonds that will be
issued under this increased debt ceiling.
But they will want to keep interest rates

high, so they will not do much about

redueing interest rates.

‘The Federal Reserve officials are talk-
ing about reducing required reserves of
the commereial banks, to where the
banks will have only a 10-percent re-
serve, clear across the board—country
banks, Reserve city banks, and central
Reserve cities banks.
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Do you know what that will mean? It
will mean that the banks will have $6,-
300,000,000 of reserve dollars—high-
powered dollars, if you please—upon
which they can expand loans and in-
vestments $10 to every $1. In other
words, it will mean they can expand
their loans and investments by $63
billion.

If the ex-soldiers were to come in here
and ask for a $3-billion bonus, they might
be run out with tear gas and bayonets.
But when the bankers come in here and
demand a $63-billion bonus, that will
be all right; that is the bankers. And
they are demanding this now, as a 5-
year program, to be accomplished step
by step. Remember, I am telling you
that is the bankers’ goal. The bankers’
goal, Mr. Chairman, is for the Federal
Reserve to reduce reserve requirements
to only 10 percent. They will be like
the goldsmith of old, who could take $1
of gold and lend $10 worth of money on
it, on the theory that people would very
seldom come back and ask for the actual
gold. That is our fractional reserve
system. I am not against the fractional
reserve system, as such; I am for it. I
just want it used in the public interest
and not stretched to the point where it is
in the selfish interest of a few. That is
all I am objecting to. The bankers, I
am telling you, will pretty soon get a
reduction in reserve requirements and
every time you see a dollar reduction, it
means they can make loans of from 6 to
10 times on every dollar of the money
that is released from the present required
reserves.

The banks should not have this $3 bil-
lion of Treasury money that they will
get under this bill, that is, $3 billion that
they will get the use of and pay no in-
terest on.

You cannot justify it, Mr. Chairman;
you cannot defend it. There is no way
to defend it. This is the first time the
question has ever been presented defi-
nitely and positively for the Members of
the House to vote on. Personally, I am
going to vote for the reduction to $3 bil-
lion. The bill really should be $2 billion.
I would vote to reduce it to $2 billion;
then the Treasury would have plenty of
money, but without keeping $3 billion
in the commercial banking system, which
is what I object to. You cannot justify
it. There is no rhyme nor reason for it.
It does not make any kind of sense—
common, book, or horse.

So I ask the Members, Mr. Chairman,
to vote for the reduction.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTIs].

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I take this time, first, to express
my support of this bill, H. R. 9955, and
to ecommend the chairman of our com=-
mittee and the ranking minority mem-
ber thereof for their clear exposition
of what this bill is all about.

Mr. Chairman, essentially this bill is
a question of managing the public debt
and is not in any sense involved in an

economy proposition. My record is
pretty well known, my views are pretty
well known, in regard to appropriations,
I can assure you from having studied
this debt matter that actually a vote
against this bill would be a vote against
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economy because it would cost us money
if we do not provide this necessary flex-
hbiéity in the management of our public
ebt.

- I want to say, however, that those who
are using this occasion to point out the
need for economy in our Government
are doing so quite appropriately because
we are now at the point where we are
totaling up what we have done. A met-
aphor that illustrates the point is this:
You cannot stop the progress of an ele-
vator by grabbing hold of the elevator
indicator to try to stop it. That would
be the effect of grabbing hold of the
amount of the Federal debt and saying
that by holding on to that you are going
to stop the progress of the expenditures.
I do say, however, that every time these
matters come before the Congress it is
quite appropriate to call attention, and
for all of us to pay attention, to the
fact that this is what we have done. This
is the result of the appropriating that we
have been doing in the past. From that
angle a review of the Federal debt serves
a worthy purpose. In fact, there are
those who say, “Why should we have a
debt ceiling at all? What is the pur=
pose? What purpose does it serve?”
And there is some merit to that argu-
ment. I think one real purpose a debt
ceiling serves is this, and a very good
purpose. It requires the executive
branch of the Government to come be=
fore the Congress periodically to account
to the Congress for how they have han-
dled the public debt. And, the public
debt can be handled in many different
ways. The distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Parman] has his ideas
of one way of handling the public debt.
You can argue other ways as to how the
public debt might be managed, but by
coming before the Congress periodically
the executive department has to account
to the Congress for how the debt has
been managed. So, that is one very
good purpose, I submit, in having a debt
ceiling,

Now, the second purpose is this: Why
argue over whether it should be a $3
billion or $5 billion extension? I think
there is a legitimate area for argument,
because although you cannot effect econ-
omy through placing the ceiling on the
debt at a particular point, you can give
good warning and you can also force the
executive, in a fashion, to be a little bit
careful over the expenditure of the dol-
lars, They have a little leeway in how
they spend the money. So, it is very
legitimate to go into the details of
whether it should be three or five or ten
billion dollars. In my judgment, and I
think in the judgment of the Commit=
tee on Ways and Means, to most of us it
seemed that $5 billion was the more
intelligent figure to grant to the admin-
istration at this time. Three billion
dollars would probably be uneconomic.
Do not think for a minute that by voting
for $3 billion you are casting an economy
vote. The issue is simply one of good
debt management.

Now, to the fourth item here, the sug-
gestion that the gentleman from Texas
has made of managing the public debt
through requiring or setting up a pro-
vision that some of those additional
amounts be generated through the Fed-
eral Reserve banks. In essence that is
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no more than printing press money
when you analyze it, because throwing
these vast new sums into the Federal Re~
serve System would simply generate that
much additional credit. The Federal
Reserve banks already have adequate
authority to provide any additional bank
reserves which may be required to in-
sure a sound financial structure. This
proposal would constitute an unneces-
sary interference with the Federal Re-
serve System in the performance of its
duties to influence the Nation’s money
supply in a way that would stimulate
neither inflation nor defiation.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missourl. The gen-
tleman had about 20 minutes fo explain
his theory, and I would like to take 1 or 2
minutes to point out why it is unsound.

The first reason that I am pointing
out, throwing these funds into the Fed-
eral Reserve System, in effect amounts
to printing press money. It generates
additional credit in the economy and so
interferes with the Federal Reserve's
present powers that they do have to ade-
quately provide additional money if they
see fit.

The second point I would like to make
is in answer to the points made that the
Government creates the interest rate.
Actually, the interest rate is an eco-
nomic phenomenon and not a govern-
mental phenomenon. The Government,
because it is a big debtor, has a consid-
erable influence over this economic phe-
nomenon, but let us not forget that
essentially the Government is the tail
and the private economy still, thank
goodness, is the dog in our society. Just
to compare the differences, our private
debt is $436 billion as opposed to $275
billion Federal debt. So, it is not the
Government that is doing this. That is
essentially what the market is,

And I want to call attention to some
of the economic factors which create
this tight money, which is really the
basis of this problem we are discussing
here. We have been growing at an aver-
age rate of about 3% percent in our
gross national product each year. Today
it requires about $14,000 of investment
to employ one man,

‘We have about 1 million men coming
into the labor market each year, new
employees, new men for whom we have
to have jobs. If you multiply that fig-
ure by $14,000 per man, then you get $14
billion of new capital that we need each
year in order to go ahead in this great
expanding economy of ours. That money
must come from somewhere and it comes
in essence only from the savings of our
people.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Permit me
to make one more point on this and
then I shall yield to the gentleman.

The other factor lying behind this
ticht money situation comes from the
effect of inflation on the capital ac-
counting system of the private sector of
our economy. If you put a machine on
your books in 1840 costing $100,000, to
replace that machine 10 or 15 years later,
in 1956 or 1957 would take $200,000—
the identical machine. That is because
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of inflation. But under our tax structure

~only $100,000 is allowed to be retained in

earnings for replacement. So that be-
cause of inflation we are now having
to dig into our pockets for additional
savings, almost double in amount, to
replace our capital equipment. That is
the other fundamental reason behind

‘the tight money situation, which is eco-

nomic and not governmental.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield now?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman said
that the exercise of this $5 billion au-

‘thority would be like printing press

money.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri, Yes, sir.

Mr. PATMAN. How does the gentle-
man account for the fact that it was en-
dorsed and recommended under the ad-
ministration of Secretary Humphrey?
Under Secretary Burgess endorsed it.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I do not
think he did.

Mr. PATMAN. And Mr. Martin,
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board,
as well as Mr. Robert B. Anderson, our
present Secretary of the Treasury, en-
dorsed that method of getting $5 billion

from the Treasury. I have the testimony -

and I shall put it in the REcorb.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I wish the
gentleman would. I think the gentle-
man is in error.

One final point so that we do not be-
cloud the issue and get to thinking in
terms of big banks and little people.
There is some testimony in the hearings
before the Senate Committee on Finance
in June and July of 1957 to which I wish
to refer. This comes from the Secretary
of the Treasury. On page 12 of the hear-
ings there is a list showing who gets the
interest paid on the Federal debt. In-
cidentally, that interest is $7 billion.

One billion four hundred million dol-
lars represents payment of interest to
social security funds.

Six hundred million dollars of the pub-
lic debt was received by the Federal

‘banks; 90 percent of that comes back to

the Federal Treasury.

One billion four hundred million dol-
lars went to the commercial banks. That
is the point that was made.

Six hundred million dollars went to
other financial institutions which are
mostly insurance companies and savings
banks,

Five hundred million dollars went fo
corporations.

Four hundred million dollars went to
State and local governments and about
$400 millon to nonprofit institutions.

The remainder, about $1.8 billion, the
largest single segment of the interest on
the public debt, went to individuals
either in the form of cash payments or
accumulated interest.

So let us keep this on the proper plane.

Mr. TEWES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, CURTIS of Missourl, I yield to
the gentleman,

Mr. TEWES. Because the gentleman
who has the floor is known as one of the
more solid thinking economists, I should
like to ask him this question with regard
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to the remarks of the preceding speaker
who is a notorious advocate of greater
monsy. Is it not a fact that under his
policy of greater money an inflationary
effect is created, so that while the in-
terest rates nominally under his policies
ramain the same, the individual is re-
quired to work harder and longer to pay
that interest rate?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. There is no

-question that it produces inflation. I

suggest if the gentleman from Texas
thinks that we need more credit through-
out the country, that he seek to do that
through his own committee, the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, instead
of trying to do it through the Committee
on Ways and Means, which is concerned
solely, as we are here, with debt man-
agement.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BYrNES]

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, listening to this debate makes
me believe that it might be appropriate
if we all asked ourselves, “Why do we
have a statutory debt limit? Unless it
is to serve some useful purpose, would we
not be wiser to repeal it than be wasting
time with amendments?”

If there is a purpose, it seems to me we
are obliged to see whether this particular
bill before us is in aid of that purpose
or whether it would thwart that purpose.
The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cur-
T11s], who preceded me, suggested that
one of the reasons for the limit was so
that we could reexamine the operations
of the Secretary of the Treasury as far
as management of the debt is concerned.

‘Frankly, Mr. Chairman, that can be done

much more expediently without wasting
the time of the whole Congress. We have

‘committees that can constantly be keep-

ing the operations of the debt manage~
ment under surveillance, under check,

under investigation, If the statutory

limit on the borrowing authority of the
Treasury has any purpose to serve, I sub-
mit it is to put a brake or a restraint on
Government spending. It will not pro-
vide that restraint, however, if we con-
tinue to raise the limit without sound
justification for every dollar of increase.

Let it be remembered that there is only
one basic way in which the Government
can pay its bills, and that is through
taxes. Our concurrent expenditures will
be met either out of current revenues or a
combination of current revenues and in-
terest-bearing deferred taxes, which is
what borrowing actually is. In author-
izing additional borrowing, what we are
in effect doing is authorizing additional
taxes on future taxpayers. As a tax bill,
it should require at least the same
amount of justification as would be re-
quired if we were now considering a tax-
increase bill, and that is all I am asking.
There is no sound justification in my
judegment for the full $5 billion increase
provided by this bill.

‘What is the justification that has been
presented to us? Only that the present
ceiling in view of our cash position and
the demands that will be made upon the
Treasury make it difficult to conduct
day-to-day fiscal management affairs.
Read the second page of the committee
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report, where there is reiterated the jus-
tification made by the Secretary of the
Treasury, and that is what you will find
is the fundamental justification made by
the Secretary.

I concede there are difficulties, but
that does not justify making it easy for
the Federal Government to get started
on another period of deficit financing.
Part of the trouble we are in today is
because Congress has made it too easy,
too easy for itself and too easy for the
executive branch, to increase spending
and then pay the bills with borrowed
money. We have been postponing the
day of reckoning. It is time that we
make that process of postponing and bor-
rowing more difficult instead of easy. I
will agree with all of my friends who
have spoken that there is no gimmick
that can force Congress to economize.
Economy will come only when there is a
will on the part of the Congress to do
s0. I think that today would not be
too soon to evidence that will. We can
do so by being cautious in our approach
to this piece of legislation.

If we are having fiscal management
difficulties, there are two ways to get
out of it. Raising the debt limit and
borrowing more money is only one. The
other way is to cut down our expendi-
tures, and I respectfully suggest that
instead of taking what always appears
to be the easy way out, for a change
we take the hard but prudent way and
do something about cutting expendi-
tures, If we vote for this increase I do
not see how you can expect to make
any savings. I am not talking about
savings by the Executive. I am talking
about savings and frugality by the Con-
gress.

There are those who attempt to put
the blame for our present fiscal situa-
tion upon the executive branch. Make
no mistake about it. The responsibility
for spending rests right here in the Con-
gress. No money can be spent by the
Executive unless the Congress first au-
thorizes the spending and then appro-
priates the money. Because the Con-
gress has appropriated excessively in the
past, and we are today spending at a
rate which puts our cash balance at an
extremely low level, I think there is a
demonstrated need and justification has
been presented to borrow some money
on a temporary basis in order to get us
through the year ahead.

Let me give you the facts and figures
as presented to us. These are not fig-
ures picked out of the air. They are fig-
ures presented to us by the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Bureau of the
Budget. We have been operating with a
cash balance of about $4 billion. The
projection of expenditures and revenues
during the next year, using the Treasury
and budget figures as presented to us,
shows that this balance will be danger=
ously reduced in the coming months.
For example, at the worst point in the
next 18 months, December 15, 1958, go-
ing on the assumption of the budget, it
is expected that the public debt will reach
about $277 billion and that there will be
at the same time a cash balance in the
bank of $3,500,000,000. In other words
we will be required to borrow $2 billion
more than the present debt limit in order
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to meet the demands that will be made
upon the Treasury. Also, because of cer-
tain problems inherent in refinancing
the public debt, the debt outstanding at
any given time is always somewhat short
of the ceiling. I think therefore there is
justification for giving them this leeway
to operate and to take care of that situa-
tion. I think justification has been pre-
sented for an increase in the limit to $278
billion, or an increase of $3 billion. In
other words, if we increase the debt by
$3 billion, we will have on hand at the
low point, the lowest point in the next
18 months, as presented by this state-
ment—and I regret that the table No. 3
in the Secretary’s statement was not put
into the committee report. To me that
was the most important table presented
by the Secretary. If we increase the
debt by $3 billion, we will have on hand at
this low point, December 15, 1958, $3.5
billion in eash, and unused borrowing
authority of $1 billion, or a total of $4.5
billion.

I might add there is another $500 mil-
lion in the free gold which the Treasury
can also fall back on if necessary. In
my judgment that is not too difficult a
situation for the Treasury to live with.
They have demonstrated during the last
4 months that they can live with that
kind of a balance. Why then should we
give them more?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, I yield.

Mr. MILLS. I have this question in
mind: Would the gentleman not admit
that this table 3 is based upon the pro-
jections which are contained in the
budget including the optimistic approach
with respect to revenue at that period
of time?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I agree
with the gentleman 100 percent; and
that, I think, is all we should act on at
this point, an amount based on what is
proposed to us as the official picture for
the future. If there is a change in the
picture this Congress is going to be here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman 2 additional minutes,

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I know
that the gentleman believes that they
ought to have money for contingencies or
elbow room. If you are going to do that
why have any limitation and give them
full elbow room? TUnless the limit is
going to provide some kind of a restraint,
then the debt limit will serve no real
function as far as the monetary system
and fiscal affairs of this country are con-
cerned.

In cutting the $2 billion all I am ask-
ing is that you remove the fat from the
request, and I am not removing all of
the fat, because, according to the table
furnished by the Secretary, future re-
quirements are based on having $3.5 bil-
lion on deposit in banks plus $3 billion for
contingenecies.

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that $1 bil-
lion for contingencies would be com-
pletely adequate and still not ereate diffi-
culties or such severe difficulties that we
could not live with them. If all of the
difficulties are to be removed then we
might just as well repeal the law and let

January 21

the sky be the limit, As far as I am
concerned there has not been any re-
straint on spending. If the statutory
debt limit can furnish such a restraint,
then let us make sure it does so. It will
be my purpose, Mr. Chairman, when the
proper time comes, to cffer a motion to
recommit with instructions to reduce the
amount of the increased debt limit in
this bill from $5 billion to $3 billion.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. MILLS. I want my friend from
Wisconsin to know that I share the
thought he has expressed. I support the
need for greater economy in areas where
economies can be made. But will not
the gentleman admit that the debt ceil-
ing itself cannot result in the accom-
plishment of economies that must be
made with respect to appropriations
directly? And will not the gentleman
further admit that the purpose that ean
be served by a debt ceiling is to prevent
the administration or executive depart-
ments from bringing about a radical
change with respect to spending funds
that have been made available? And
that no material increase of any appre~
ciable extent could occur under the $5
g@}iiuon ceiling that is suggested by the

LIl

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has again expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman a minute of my time.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin, I will
agree with the gentleman’s first premise
that there is no gimmick whereby we
can guarantee ‘or force Congress to
economize. Congress is either going to
do it, or is not going to do it; it has con-
trol of the purse strings.

I would disagree with the gentleman
that this whole operation is a matter of
executive control, and that all we are
doing is to exert pressure on the execu-
tive, or to make sure they do not change
their spending policy, because spending
policy fundamentally lies right here in
the Congress. My only thought is that
I believe this debt ceiling, if there is any
purpose for it, should serve as a warning
signal, to act as a restraint and make us
stop and figure out where we are going.
I do not think we can project our think-
ing far enough into the future to say
how much we need, but I feel that $3
billion will take care of it as far as we
can see at this time.

Mr. MILLS. So far as this fiscal year
is concerned I might agree with the
gentleman, $3 billion takes care of it;
but we are legislating here for an 18-
month period.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. But you
are basing it on the President’s budget
and estimates, and those estimates do
not show a need for a $5 billion increase.
The figures show a need for only a $3
billion increase.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has again ex-
pired,

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I will
yield the gentleman an additional min-
ute of my time because I wanted to make
the point that this $5 billion is, as the
gentleman says, based upon the budget
situation. But within that situation the
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gentleman recognizes fluctuations occur,
pointing to the fact that on December 15
of this year under the most favorable
conditions it is thought that the debt
might go to $277 billion in order to have
$3 1% hillion on hand.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., Plus the
$3 billion for fluctuations and contin-
gencies.

Mr. MILLS. The $3 billion additional
under the billl. What I am frying to
point out is this: We can still exercise
this control over any radical change in
spending within the $5 billion just as we
can within the $3 billion and at the same
time take care of any contingencies that
mieght arise on the basis of the optimism
of this budget.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin., We give
them $5 billion, then we keep going and
there is no requirement that Congress
take another look to see where we are
going and why.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the majority leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc-
CORMACK].

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman, we
have listened to the many fine argu-
ments made and many fine distinctions
drawn by Members in reference to the
bill before us. It seems to me that the
very fine arguments that have been
made and the very thin lines of distinc-
tion that have been drawn would be more
applicable under normal conditions than
those that face our country and the
world today.

The basic guestion that I consider in-
volved in this bill, and the reason why I
am going to vote for it—I regret that the
ceiling is not higher—is the world situa-
tion that exists. You and I know that
much of the freezing or a considerable
part of the freezing of the last 3 or 4
months is probably due to the fact that
our Government is very close, and has
been, to the debt limit. That has
brought about restrictions through the
freezing of appropriations and if a flexi-
bility had existed some such action
would not have been taken.

Our national debt now, as I under-
stand it, is over $274 billion. The last
amount I heard was $274.3 billion. We
have read in the newspapers of the ar-
tificial means taken by the administra-
tion through the sale of FNMA securities
and others to get enough money so that
they could carry on at least the mini-
mum functions of government during the
past 3 or 4 months.

As we project our minds into not only
the future but as we analyze the pres-
ent, we realize that there is an extreme
emergency that exists. The responsi-
bility rests upon those of us in elective
positions in the Congress and in the ex-
ecutive branch, the President, Vice Pres-
ident, and other appointed officials, to
devise those policies which will be for
the best interest of our country and in
carrying out those policies to make such
appropriations and expenditures as will
assure success for the safety of our coun-
try.

The basic proposition that appeals to
me is the national defense angle, It is
vitally imperative that we vote this in-
crease. If we do not do so we might
place our country in a straitjacket. I
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think it is too great a calculated risk for
me to take. I think it is too great a
calculated risk for any other Member of
this body to take. The question of $3
billion or $5 billion should not enter our
minds, I think if we are going to err
in judgment, we had better err on the
side of strength than on the side of
weakness, on the side of safety than on
the side of uncertainty. I think we had
better err on the side of greater flexibil-
ity in meeting the immediate task that
confronts us than on the side of further
restriction, If the majority party in this
bedy and in the other body were playing
politics, we would only put through an
increase of $3 billion or $2 billion and
then compel the administration to come
back for more. But, I do not think that
we can afford to play polities in connec-
tion with the situation that exists in the
world today and which faces us. I think
the $5 billion temporary increase is the
wise course and the wise step for us to
take, enabling flexibility for the next 18
months, rather than for a limited period
of 6 or 8 months and then compelling
the administration either to come back
or be forced to make sharp restrictions
in expenditures that are necessary for
the best interests of our country. As a
matter of fact, I am of the opinion that
the administration should have made its
recommendation before the last session
of Congress adjouwrned. I do not make
that statement in any severe critical way
but as an observation of my own opinion.
I realize that a new Secretary of the
Treasury came in, and being human he
probably did not want one of the first
actions that he took to constitute recom-
mending such a major one as an in-
crease, even temporary, in the debt limit.
However, this is a matter that faces us
now. The argument of my friend from
‘Wisconsin and the argument of my dear
friend from Texas all would be interest-
ing and probably pertinent another day
and under different conditions. But, to
me, my mind is made up on the impor-
tance of the passage of this bill in con-
nection with the future national de-
fense of our country, and I think from
that angle it is wise for us to vote for the
$5 billion rather than take any chance
on any lesser amount,

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, at the
outset I should like to say the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. Mirrs], the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, that I agree with him that this
matter should not be approached on a
partisan basis, because it has been my
observation that Democrats and Repub-
licans share in this staggering burden
of Federal debt, and Democrats as well
as the Republicans likewise share in pay-
ing Federal taxes. So, this transcends
any political consideration.

Mr. MILLS, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield
to my friend.

Mr. MILLS. All of us are also con-
cerned about the welfare of the United
States, regardless of party, too, are we
not?

Mr. GROSS. That is right.

Mr. MILLS., Sure,
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Mr. GROSS. But I do not agree that
because we have gone from one emer-
gency to another, some real and some
synthetie, in the 10 years I have been in
this House that we should pass this hill.

Someone spoke of a printing press bill
or printing press money a little while
ago. Let me call your attention to the
fact that the bill that others of you
voted for in the House, to provide a $5
billion cushion for the Treasury, that is,
the Treasury could have §5 billion out-
standing at any one time, was described
by the late Senator Taft of Ohio, as a
printing press money bhill. I am one of
the few that consistently opposed and
voted against it. When you start talk-
ing about printing press money just re-
member that a number of you have
voted several times for a printing press
money bill to the tune of $5 billion.

Mr, Chairman, let it be clearly under-
stood by those who support this bill that
they are simply adding more weight to
the millstone of debt and inflation that
already hangs heavily around the necks
of the American people.

It is interesting to note that prior to
‘World War I, public debt could be created
only by an act of Congress. Prior to
July 1, 1914, there could be no debt au-
thorized by the Government except by
act of Congress, which also had to specify
the purpose for which the debt was
created.

The statutory limit was first fixed
at $11.5 billion. If my information is
correct, only twice in the years that fol-
}jovlc;id has there been a reduction in the

ebt.

In 1953 the administration asked Con-
gress to raise the debt limit from $275
billion to $290 billion. The House ap-
proved this increase by passage of H. R.
6672 on July 31, 1953. I voted against it.

However, when the bill went to the
other body, and despite pleas of the ad-
ministration that without a $15 billion
increase the Government would be un-
able to pay its bills and panic would re-
sult, the Finance Committee of the other
body refused fto report the bill.

What happened? The administration
reduced its spending and stayed within
the debt limit. There was no panie.

The other body did, in 1954, amend the
bill to provide a temporary increase in
the debt limit from $275 billion to $281
billion. In 1955, Congress provided that
the temporary increase would expire on
June 30, 1956, which it did, leaving the
present statutory limit of $275 billion.

What has become of all the brave
promises of other years of economies that
would provide balanced budgets; of an
end to inflationary deficits; of payments
on the Federal debt?

Irecall that in 1953, Secretary of Com-
merce Weeks asserted it was high time
to halt “international handouts and
global boondoggling.” I am sure Mr.
Weeks was not trying to shoot down the
foreign-aid program with a slogan as
President Eisenhower, in his state of
the Union message a couple of weeks
ago, insisted some people were trying to
do.
And in 1953, former Secretary of the
Treasury Humphrey pointed out the
danger of continuing to spend American
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taxpayer money abroad to build com-
petitive enterprises, adding that “our
scale of taxation is already too high and
to maintain a sound and honest dollar
we must bring our expenditures and
revenues into balance.”

This bill, if enacted, can have only one
purpose: to permit expenditures and
revenues to be thrown out of balance.
.And additional Federal debt means that
the interest and other carrying charges,
now costing the taxpayers nearly $8 bil-
lion each and every year, will be in-
.creased. Already the interest on the
Federal debt is the second largest item
in the spending budget.

Mr. Chairman, I am irrevocably op-
posed to any increase in the Federal debt
at this time. I voted for reductions in
spending last year which, if adopted,
would not only have easily kept the Fed-
eral debt within the present limitation
but would have provided some payment
.on the prinecipal.

Let me ask Members of the House this
question: If you ran up a huge debt,
made no effort to reduce it, and con-
tinued to live far beyond your means,
would your creditors lend you more
money ?

But your Federal Government, with a
stratospheric debt of at least $275 bil-
lion, wants to pile up ever more debt
through additional borrowings and at
the highest interest rates in many, many
years.

Thus, policies which could land us in
prison as individuals amount only to the
floating of more and more money-bor=
rowing bonds as far as the Federal Gov-
ernment is concerned.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I have
no moral right at this time and in the
circumstances to kite checks and hand
on to the children of today and tomor-
row the obligations and responsibilities
that we adults ought to face today. It
is an evil thing to mortgage the future
of our children to the extent that the
Federal Government has already mort-
gaged them.

There ought to be the will and the
courage now to reduce expenditures,
balance the budget, and make payments
on the debt.

Mr.-REED. Mr: Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to our distinguished leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the request of the admin-
istration that the debt limit be raised $5
billion. I do not believe any effort to
reduce it is an economy measure. In
fact, it might well be that it would be
the reverse, it might cost the Govern-
ment more money than if the full in-
crease was made at this time.

We know and we must face the fact
that we have realities to consider. We
are in a period where we are obliged to
undertake a big missile program in
order to keep ahead of the Russians. It
will require money, plenty of money.
The administration must be given the
opportunity to raise the money effi-
ciently and with all possible savings. I
believe it is far better to do this than to
be forced to raise taxes.

I can visualize that unless we raise the
debt limit sufficiently we might be in a
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position where we could not meet the
bills contracted. In what position would
that place the country if the Govern-
ment were unable to pay its bills? It
might bring about a situation that would
be very disastrous; and, if Congress was
not in session that would provoke an
awkward complication.

Let me point out this fact: We have
a very able man as Secretary of the
Treasury. He does not want to spend
money if it is not necessary to do so. He
wants to keep expenditures down. I
trust our Secretary of the Treasury and
I trust the President of the United
States. I believe they want to have an
economical Government as well as any
Member of the House. But this coming
year the Secretary of the Treasury is
going to have $50 billion of debt that
must be refinanced. Are we going to put
him in a position where he can do that
refinancing to the best advantage of the
Government, or are we going to force
him occasionally to pay money because
he cannot raise the full amount neces-
sary at a single refinancing?

I repeat, this is not a question of econ-
omy, and I hope further it is not a par-
tisan question, because we all want our
debt to be as low as possible. We all
want to bring our finances into proper
order. This administration has shown
its desire for keeping the debt limit down
when it refrained from asking the in-
crease last year and was barely able to
get through the year.

I say to my friends, let us not put the
administration in a straitjacket. Let us
give them the opportunity to function in
an orderly efficient manner and the way
which is for the best interests of the
country. Let us not forget above all we
must maintain missile security and that
will cost real money which must be paid.
I hope we will not vote to recommit but
will pass this bill, which the administra-
tion has requested and needs.

Mr. MILLS, Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, with
the harmony that prevails, and partic-
ularly after having heard from our dis-
tinguished majority and minority lead-
ers, both in support of this bill, I suppose
I will be accused of injecting partisan-
ship into a matter that should be and I
trust will be finally disposed of on the
basis of nonpartisanship.

If many of the speakers who last night
participated in the opening of the 1958
Republican Congressional campaign had
been as moderate in their language as our
distinguished minority leader I probably
would not take the floor now. We heard
last night almost every adjective in the
dictionary with an invidious connota-
tion, thrown out over the air and aimed
at the Democrats, Democratic policies,
and the Democratic Party and its office-
holders.

At the expense of being accused of
partisanship, let me inject into this de-
bate these facts; irrefutable facts from
the record.

It was in 1952 that Candidate Eisen=
hower told the country that $265 billion
of debt was much too much for this
country. The debt limit was then $275
billion. We had never exceeded $2656
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billion up to the time when he took
office in 1953. His campaign pledge of
1952 was, regardless of anything, he
would reduce the national debt to less
than $265 billion.

During the first 4 years of his admin-
istration, at his request and with the
help of the Democratic Party, that debt
limit and that debt were increased, be-
cause we had to have the money for our
national security and for the welfare of
our people.

In 1956, forgetting he w~= also Presi-
dent, Candidate Eisenhower again prom-
ised the country “Our debt will be re-
duced. The debt limit is too high.”

It was an open secret last year that
unofficial representations were made by
the executive department to the Con-
gress to increase the debt limit again.
Just as openly and just as unofficially,
the answer went back to the White
House, “Send up an official request and
the Democratic Congress will give this
country what it needs.” No official re-
quest came up, and there was no
increase. .

This year we have an official request
before us. I am very happy that our
distinguished majority leader preceded
me and let you know the Democratic
policy and the Democratic program is—
and this is a complete answer to every-
thing that was said on the air last night
as our Republican friends pointed the
finger at the Democrats and Democratic
officeholders, and begged for a Republi-
can Congress—the complete answer is
that the Democratic Party always was
ready, willing, and able, and will at all
times be ready, willing, and able to give
this country, and will give it, whatever it
needs for its welfare and its security and
its defense, no matter who the occupant
of the White House may be and no mat-
ter what his partisan politics may be.

The distinguished chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee and
our colleagues in that committee who
supported him in bringing this bill to the
floor are to be commended for their cour-
age and their statesmanship.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, may I
call attention to the fact, that the things
that were said last night recall to many
of us, the days of “Prosperity is just
around the corner.” They promised us
more and greater prosperity. Even
though we are just dripping with pros-
perity now there was more just around
the corner. If is too bad that we do not
have the facilities to print photographs
in our CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp. I would
like to reproduce this one.

Prosperity is just around the corner
but apples are back on the corner again.
This is a very recent photograph, If
you go by the Social Security Building
any morning you will find there once
more an apple seller. He has not been
able to find that prosperity which is just
around the corner.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. Iyield.

Mr. MARTIN. Does the gentleman
contend that we have not had a real era
of prosperity in this country during the
last 2 or 3 years?

Mr. MULTER. Yes, we have; and we
can continue to have it and we should
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have it. We should not have unemploy-
ment reaching the point where it is to-
day, where within another month it will
have reached, throughout the entire
country, proportions that will be labeled
“distressed labor conditions.”

Mr. MARTIN. That is what the gen-
tleman thinks.

Mr. MULTER. What I am trying to
call your attention to is that this admin-
istration must do something about that
in order to avoid the miseries of unem-
ployment. The Congress cannot do it
alone. We need leadership in the White
House to do it. We are not getting that
leadership today.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER]
has expired.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. GwinN].

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, I have
been serving in the House now nearly
14 years. During this time I have been
waiting for the day when we would set
a limitation on ourselves, set a limita-
tion on our taxes, and set a limitation
on our debts. It would seem to me that
the logical argument here today is that
we might as well adjourn if we raise this
debt limit another $5 billion. If we are
going to raise the debt limit, give unlim-
ited debt powers, unlimited taxing pow-
ers and assume that this Congress is
never going to begin to liquidate those
Government projects that would give us
billions in dollars in the Treasury, why
stay here and argue?

‘We could start with TVA. There are
a couple of billions we can liquidate and
get in our pockets. Let us continue by
selling 490,000 housing units and stop
building more at the taxpayers’ expense
and more borrowed money. We could
stop Government lending which now
makes up 1624 percent of all the money
that is lent in this country today. Let
us stop subsidies for food. Right now
we have a $9 billion loss in our food
subsidies. We could put an end to that.
Does not Congress plan to function after
this vote?

Let us stop reclamation programs. Let
us not vote this scholarship fund of $1
billion which we do not need, and there-
by increase our debt. Then, let us follow
some of the military advice and get into
some real savings. - Let us take the
Army-Navy budget and reduce it accord-
ing to General Bonner-Fellers by $9 bil-
lion and foreign aid by $5 billion. Then
let us add to the Air Force an increase
of $2 billion, research another billion,
and then ICBM another billion. After
you do all that we would save $10 billion
on the military side and expand our ex-
penditures where they should be, on the
Air Fores.

That is not talking about the little
fringe economies that the Hoover report
talks about; that is talking as the Presi-
dent talked in Oklahoma City. He said
whole categories of our socialist eco-
nomy must be cut out if we are going
to stop, ever, unlimited taxing and un-
}Ihlngited deficits and unlimited borrow-

8.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. BoGGs]l.
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Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the measure before the House,
and I shall also oppose a motion to re-
commit. I support this measure because
I am convinced it is necessary for the
orderly functioning of our Government,
and I am convinced that it is necessary
in the interest of economy and efficiency
to support it. I feel, however, I would
be remiss as a Member of this body if
I did not point out some of the things
which I have noted in the past few years
and some of the interpretations that
have been placed upon these events, I
realize, of course, that under our sys-
tem of government it is difficult to make
any statement without being accused
of partisanship. TUnder our system, I
have never been too concerned about
whether or not there would be some de-
gree of partisanship. I think it would
be a terrible thing if we had a monolithic
type of government and we were de-
prived of the opportunity of criticizing or
pointing out deficiencies, whether it be in
my party or in the opposition party. I
trust that my remarks today will not
be interpreted as partisan. As far as
I am concerned, they are completely and
totally factual.

Mr. Chairman, this is the third or
fourth time in the last 5 years of this so-
called sound administration that we
have been requested to raise the national
debt limit. The only time in the previous
administration under President Truman
that we changed the debt limit was when
we reduced it from $300 billion down to
$275 billion.

In 1954 we increased the statutory debt
limit to $281 billion or by $6 billion.
Again, in 1955 we acted maintaining
that figure at $281 billion. It was sef in
1956 at $278 billion. Now it is requested
that we increase it to $280 billion. Dur-
ing this same period of time the na-
tional debt has increased from about
$267 billion to approximately $274 billion.
As a matter of fact, there has been a
net increase approximately of $7 billion
in the national debt since the conclusion
of the Korean conflict. Most of the cost
of that conflict was paid for by current
revenues.

As a matter of fact, I pointed out here
some years ago that this administration,
as far as I was able to ascertain, was
the first administration which had ac-
tually recommended deficit financing,
because when we had a budget which
everybody knew would be out of balance
4 or 5 billion dollars, no recommenda-
tions were made that revenues be raised
to make up for that deficit.

Frankly, I am concerned about our
economic condition, and I want to make
a statement. I am not saying this in any
criticism of the present Secretary of the
Treasury because I think he is tremen-
dously able and I admire him very much.
What I am pointing out are facts that
cannot be denied. If I felt that our eco-
nomic condition had improved I would
not be here talking to you today.

But let us look at the situation. Do
you remember some years ago we heard
a lot about inflation. Well, is the value
of the dollar more or less than it was
then? As a matter of fact, again last
month the cost of living reached its high-
est peak in history. The strange thing
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about this inflation is that it is occurring
at a time when unemployment is in-
creasing. Would any of us here say we
are satisfled with the economic condi-
tions as they exist? In the month just
concluded we had more unemployment
than at any time in the last decade, if
my figures are correct.

What about servicing this debt? The
debt is only about 9 or 10 billion dollars
more than it was 5 years ago, although
I am sorry to report it is even a nickel
more. But despite the fact that it is only
a few billion dollars more than it was,
the cost of servicing this debt has almost
doubled. As a matter of fact, only re-
cently, for short-term ecredit, the Gov-
ernment paid more a few months back
than it had paid at any time, I think,
since sometime back in the twenties.

Now, is all of this healthy for our
economy? I am afraid it is not. We
had fewer housing starts last year than
we had for many years. We have more
unemployment than we had in many
years. We have more real doubt about
the efficiency and the stability of the
Government than at any time that I can
remember. Have we gotten better de-
fense for this money? Well, I do not
know. I am certainly no expert on de-
fense, but every time I pick up a publica-
tion which contains the expressions of
experts, every time I read the expres-
sions of experts before Congressional
groups in this body and in the other
body, I find that they say we have fallen
tremendously behind in defense. And
I have seen charts published in maga-
zines which have not been particularly
friendly to my side of the aisle which in-
dicate that our enemy, the Russians,
have forged considerably ahead of us.
And I saw some figures this morning
which showed that this budget, as recom-
mended for the approaching fiscal year,
namely, 1959, insofar as defense is con-
cerned, will only pick up the additional
cost brought about by the continuing
inflation.

So again I say that here in this most
vital area of all, namely, the security
and the defense of all of us as Ameri-
cans, we do not have too much to feel
secure about. Frankly, I wish it were
otherwise. I wish that we had checked
inflation. I wish that we had pursued
economie policies which would not have
encouraged unemployment. I wish that
our gross national product had kept up.
That, to me, is one of the most distress-
ing signs of all. You know, we are in a
great growing country. The population
of the United States of America today
is something like 173 million or there-
abouts. This means that each year, as
young men and young women come into
the labor force, we must create new jobs,
new opportunities, new employment.
And this is particularly true in light of
the tremendous technological changes
which are now taking place. Automa-
tion is taking the place of labor in many
vast industries in our country; so that, if
the gross national product does not con-
tinue to advance, then unemployment
increases even though employment itself
remains stable. These are all frighten-
ing aspects of our economy. And I can
well understand how at public caucuses it
is customary to point with pride, as was
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done last night; but frankly, as you ex-
amine this economy and look at it, there
is less to point to with pride and more to
look at with real concern. Look at agri-
culture. Why, I have seen figures that
more families have left the farms in the
last few years than in previous genera-
tions. All through the farming areas of
our country there is a feeling that these
people who contribute .the food and the
fibers which feed and clothe our people
are the forgotten segment of our econ-
omy. So that we have our job cut out
for us. We have a crisis in the defense
program; we have real trouble at home
on the domestic scene; we have continu-
ing inflation; we have growing unem-
ployment; and we have a growing debt.
And we face the prospect of additional
deficit finaneing.

Mr. Chairman, I support this bill
certainly not out of any feeling that it
will cure these ills; because it will not;
but I support it because, if it is not
passed, the ills which I have enumerated
will become even more acute.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am
sorry this bill to raise our Federal debt
limit is before us today. It seems to me
there is a way to make such a request
unnecessary—at least, at this time.

Now when an individual, a company
or a corporation finds it is about to go in
the red, but knows it will in a short time
receive income to again put it in the
black, it asks its ereditors for an exten-
sion of time to meet its obligations.

In this particular instance, the next 3
months are the big income-tax-collect-
ing months. It might well be that by
Uncle Sam paying only the bills which
absolutely must be paid during that time,
it can be proven that it will not be neces-
sary to raise the debt ceiling. Congress
will still be in session, and should we
find it absolutely necessary to raise the
debt ceiling, it can still be done and no
harm done. Surely, it is worth trying,
instead of doing it this easy way. Sammy
has proved to be a liberal spender for
the past 25 years, you know. It is time
Papa—the taxpayers—said to Sammy,
“You better be careful, old boy, or soon
you might not have the dollars nor the
credit to help yourself or any one else—
here,or abroad—to wage peace, let alone
war.”

It may be that to raise the debt limit
here requested will not touch off uncon-
trolled inflation; but who knows All we
need do is to look at every nation in this
world that made federal spending easy,
and that has happened to over one-half
the nations of the world; and what do we
find there—uncontrolled inflation, strife,
and hungry, restless people, to say the
least.

Perhaps this is not the straw that will
break our backs—not the camels—but I,
for one, will not take the chance; at
least, until I know it is more necessary
than it is today, or at least until we
have tried the solution I have just
suggested.

You may say, “Oh, let us do it now,
just look at the size of the budget for
1959. That if we do not do it now and
get it over with, we will have to do it
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anyway before this session ends.” Now,
will we? Let us not be too sure. Re-
member that, generally speaking, the
American people—our boss—want every
possible penny saved in nonmilitary
spending and while it is true most every-
body wants more than adequate spend-
ing for the military, I am sure they ex-
pect us to get as near 100 cents worth of
security for every dollar spent as is safely
and humanly possible.

And, so I am sure you can expect this
Congress will reduce the budget request
for fiscal year 1959 by at least $3 billion.
Consequently, if anticipated revenues be-
come a reality, it is very possible that we
will have a balanced budget for fiscal
year 1959.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. THoMSON].

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, Russian policies have been
consistent over the years, as I have ob-
served them, alarmingly so. The mis-
sion of Russia has been world domina-
tion. They have made strategic with-
drawals, it is true, but there has been
no abandonment of their policy. Just
as consistently Russia has repeatedly
said that they will accomplish their ob-
jective by destroying America from with-
in, by destroying us economically.

Time does not permit my going into a
discussion of that in full. The Presi-
dent, though, has presented a precar-
iously balanced budget. Some people
here today have suggested that it is
overly optimistic, with revenues overesti-
mated and expenditures understated.
Be that as it may, the President himself,
in his state of the Union message, indi-
cated that for Congress to meet its re-
sponsibilities, to bring about a balanced
budget, it is necessary that we exercise
restraint, and that we must eliminate
expenditures for unnecessary and im-
proper Federal programs.

I personally believe that by doing this,
by cutting foreign aid, by eliminating a
major portion if not all of the proposed
Federal-aid-to-education recommenda-
tions, by elimination of waste in the
military and by other means we can ade-
quately provide for the security and de-
fense of this country and at the same
time provide the necessary and proper
Federal programs here at home, pay
something on the national debt and still,
perhaps, have a most needed reduction
in taxes. I am ready to devote myself
to the accomplishment of these objec-
tives.

There have been other reactions to
his message, though. According to re-
ports that we read in the press, there
are powerful forces within the liberal
element, of the Democrat Party particu-
larly, including some who are Members
of this body, who have indicated that
they will push for $2 billion more than
the President has requested for military
or defense spending, whether it can be
well spent or not. Reading would sug-
gest an effort to get off a political hook
or to make political hay. Furthermore,
they have indicated that they are go-
ing to push for all present and many ad-
ditional Federal Government programs
richt here at home even if it means an
unbalanced budget and going back to
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deficit spending. Mr. Chairman, I sug-
gest to you that if we increase the debt
limitation more than is necessary, we
are playing right into the hands of those
who would so have us abandon fiscal
responsibility.

Regardless of the good intentions of
the Executive and of responsible Mem-
bers of Congress that have been ex-
pressed here today, we would be con-
tributing to the accomplishment of the
objective of those who are for fiscal ir-
responsibility and wholesale deficit
spending if we vote to raise the debt
ceiling any more than is reasonably re-
quired for management purposes. I ean
understand and agree with the necessity
for maneuverability and the possibility
of interest savings, and so forth, if that is
provided. We should not, however, raise
the debt ceiling one more cent than is
necessary for this, or we will be playing
into the hands of the big spenders. I
suggest to you on the basis of the very
able statement made by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Byrnesl, that we
can live and that the administration
can live and accomplish its avowed oh-
jectives with an increase of $3 billion.

I intend to vote for the motion to re-
commit and to substitute that fizure, and
I urge you to do likewise. If this is
accomplished, then those who are urging
big spending, for political purposes and
otherwise, will be faced with the proposi-
tion of themselves having to present a
resolution for further extension of the
debt ceiling to cover the deficit spending.
That is as it should be. It will properly
brand them in the eyes of the American
public as the ones who are leading this
country to economic ruin. Speaking for
myself, I am not going to vote for an
unnecessary inerease in raising the debt
ceiling to help them accomplish their
purpose, either now or later. Let the
people who are for the deficit spending
come to the well of this House and pre-
sent a resolution to cover the additional
indebtedness that will have to be borne
by ourselves and future generations of
Americans, thereby confributing to the
destruction of America from within by
destroying us economically. We are en-
titled to a record vote on that issue.
Right now we should support the motion
to recommit, which will supply all of
the funds necessary for better manage-
ment of the debt, for carrying the ex-
penditures through the lag time between
outgo and periods of heavy receipts, and
for other purposes. If anything more
than the $3 billion can be justified, which
has not been done here today, let that
justification be made in the other body
or at a later date.

We can correct our error without diffi-
culty if we have not provided enough.
If we vote too much, those who follow
the course of fiscal irresponsibility will
fix it so that the only way the error can
be corrected is by paying off the addi-
tional debt incurred through ill-consid-
ered and unnecessary expenditures.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, you would think, to
hear some of the speeches, that we are
in a deplorable condition. We seem to
be trying to develop an inferiority com-
plex. I still believe that we are the
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greatest free Government on the face of
the earth. I still believe that we have
a sound defense. I still believe in my
Government from A to Z.

For the almost 40 years I have been
in Congress I have always voted for
economy, because I believed it was es=
sential that our country should be fis-
cally sound. I believe also in our public
officials. I know they are not spending
any money except what Congress has
authorized. I believe that when they
study, as they have to study night and
day, the fiscal affairs of this Govern-
ment, and then bring their knowledge
to us before our Committee on Ways and
Means, and we hear them, they are en-
titled to respect and consideration. I
believe they are people who are loyal to
this Government.

I urge you today not to try to cripple
this Government when you know that
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this extension of $5 billion is considered
necessary, necessary by our committee,
necessary by our officials in the execu-
tive branch who administer the funds
we appropriate here. I urge you to sup-
port this bill,

I have been for economy, as you know,
all these years, and I am proud of that
record. My district is proud of that
record. My people know that I will con-
tinue to fight for the solvency of this
Government. I know from the testi-
mony that came before our committee
that this $5-billion increase is needed.
I think we should protect our country
and fight for our country all the way.
That is what I intend to do while I am
in Congress.

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REED. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.
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Mrs. CHURCH. I rise humbly to pay
fribute to the man in the House who to
me has stood for the best Government,
the greatest economy in Government,
the greatest personal integrity in Gov-
ernment, more than anyone else I have
l;lknown during the 8 years I have been

ere.

Recalling the history that has been
given in brief here this afternoon, I
wonder whether the gentleman would
be kind enough to insert in the record
of today’s committee session a complete
history of the rise in the debt from 1935
to 1952.

Mr. REED. I thank the gentlewoman
for her compliments. I cannot plead
guilty to her kind personal tribute to
me. Of course, it is highly pleasing. I
will try to accommodate the gentle-
woman by putting in the Recorp the
facts she has asked for.

TasrLe 1.—Debt limitation under sec. 21 of the Second Liberly Bond Act, as amended, history of legislation (1934-57)

Tan. 30, 1934, amending sec. 18 (48 Stat. 343) increased authority for notes outstanding to

Feb. 4, 1935;

Amsnding sec, 1 (40 Stat. 20) limited bonds outstanding establishing revolving authority to...
New sec. 21 added (49 Stat. 21) consolidated authority for certificates and bills

1§10, 000, 000, 000

125, 000, 000, 000

(sec. 5) and authority for notes (sec. 18). Same aggregate amount out-

standing........

New sec. 22 added (49 Stat. 21) authorized United States sayings bonds within authority of sec.
1038, amending secs. 1 and 21 (52 Stat. 447) consolidated in sec. 21, authority for bonds, cer

May
standing bonds limited to $30,000,000,000). Same
July 20, 1639 (53 Stat. 1071), amending sec. 21 remov

limitation on

regate total outstandin

1 20, 000, 000, 000

1.
tificates of indebtedness, Treasury bills and notes (out-

1 45, 000, 000, 000

ding.___.._. G R
bonds witf:lout change total authorized outstanding of bonds, certificates of indebted-

bills and notes

= 1 45, 000, 000, 000

ness, Treasury T
June 25, 1940, (54 Stat. 526), sec. 302, sec. 21 of the Becond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, is hereby further amended by inserting ** (a)" after **21,” and
by adding at the end of such section a new paragraph as follows:
“(b) In addition to the amount authorized by the preceding paragraph of this section, any obligations authorized by sections 5 and 18 of this Act, as
amended, not to exceed In the aggregate $4,000,000,000 outstanding at any one time, less an{]ret!rements made from the special fund made available

under section 301 of the Revenue Act of 1640, may be issued under said sections to provide t
after June 30, 1‘930,' for the national defense, or to reimburse the general fund of the Treasury therefore, any such obligations so issued shall be desig-

serles”.”

e Treasury with funds to meet any expenditures made,

2 4, 000, 000, 000

nated 5
Feb, 19, 1941 (55 Stat. 7), amending sec. 21 to read “ Provided that the face amount of obligations issued under the authority of this Act shall not exceed
000,000 outstanding at any one time.” Eliminates separate authority for $4,000,000,000 of national defense series obligations.___ ’1 85, 000, 000, 000
000,

in the aggregate $65

000,
Mar. 28, 1842 (56 Stat. 184), amending sec. 21 increasin

limitation to $125,000,000,000_ 000, 000, 000
Apr, 10, 1043 (57 Stat. 635, ling sec, 21 i fimitation to $210,000,000,000 1210, 000, 000, 000
June 9, 1944 (58 Btat. , amending see. 21 inereasing limitation to $260,000,000,000.__ e —meamam V260, 000, 000, 000
Apr. 8, 1945 (59 Stat. 47), amending sec. 21 to read: ‘' The face amount of obligations issued under authority of this Act, and the face amount of obligations
guaranteed as to prineipal and interest by the United States (except such guaranteed obligations as may be beld by the Becretary of the Treasury), shall
not exceed In the agwsre%ate $300,000,000,000 outstanding at any one time.”_____._____ = y Ay - 1300, 000, 000, 000
June 26, 1946 (60 Stat. 316), amending sec. 21 decreasing limitation to $275,000,000,000 and adding, ‘‘the current redemption value of any obligation issued on
a discount basis which is redeemable prior to maturity at the option of the holder thereol shall be considered, for the purposes of this section, to be the
face amount of such obligation™ . ... i L R L R R S LS e R e e S R = B e 1.275, 000, 000, 000
Aug, 28, 1854 (68 Stat. 805), amending sec. 21, effective Aug. 28, 1054, and ending June 30, 1955, temporarily increasing limitation by £6,000,000,000 t0-- ... 1 281, 000, 000, 000
}glno g.oi ;\'?656( }06% fatgth?;}u. amending Ang. 28, 1054, act, by extending until June 30, 1956, increase in limitation to 1 281, 000, 000, 000
9, . '
Amending act of Aug, 28, 1954, temporarily increasing limitation by $3,000,000,000, for period beginning on July 1, 1056, and ending on June 30, 1957, to.. 1 278, 000, 000, 000
Effective July 1, 1957, temporary increase terminates and limitation reverts, under act of June 26, 1946, to. 1275, 000, 000, 000

1 Limitation on outstanding.
TasLE 2—Budget receipts and expenditures
and public debt

[Fiscal years. In millions of dollars]

Budget | Burplus | Public
Fiscal year Budget | expend- e&l+ or |debtat
receipts | itures |deficit(—)| end of
year

2,021 4, 623 —-2,602 | 228
3, 064 6, 694 =3, 630 | 27,053
3, 730 6,621 | =2 701 | 28 701
4, 069 8, 403 -4 425 | 33 779
4,079 7,766 | —2 777 | 386,425
b, 615 6, 792 =1, 177 | 387, 165
4, 096 8, 858 —3,8682 | 40,440
5, 144 9, 062 -3, 018 42, 668
7,103 13, 262 -6, 159 48, D61
12,556 | 34,046 | —21, 400 72,422
21, 987 79, 407 | —57, 420 | 136, 606
43, 635 05, 050 | —b51, 423 | 201, 003
44, 475 08, 416 | —53, 041 | 258, 682
39,771 60, 448 | —20, 676 | 269, 422
39, 786 | 89,032 +7 258, 286
41,488 | 33, 069 -8, 419 | 252, 202
37, 606 | 39, 507 -1, 811 | 252, 770
36,495 | 39,617 —3, 122 | 257, 3567
47, 568 44, 0158 -3, 510 | 255, 222
61, 391 65, 408 —4,017 | 250, 105
64,826 | 74,274 | -9, 440 071
64,666 | 67,772 | =3 117 | 271,260
60,390 | 64,570 | =—4,180 | 274,374
68, 165 | 66, 540 -1, 626 | 272, 751
71,020 | 69,433 -+1, 586 | 270, 527
T2, 400 72, T88 —388 | 271, 200
1069 (estimate)...| 74,400 | 78,984 =466 | 271, 200

NoTe.—The change in the public debt from year to
year reflects not only the budget lus or defleit but
also changes in the Treasury’s cash balances, the effect of
certain trust fund transactions, and direct borrowing
from the public by certain Government enterprises.

# Limitation on issues less retirements,

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. ForanDl.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, first of
all I want to take this opportunity to
add my tribute to those already paid
here today to our new chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means. It has
been my pleasure to work with him
closely now for a number of years. I
have learned to respect and admire him.
While we have suffered a great loss in
the passing of our distinguished col-
league, the Honorable Jere Cooper, we
are most fortunate to have as his suc-
cessor my good friend, WiLsur MILLS.

For the last few hours we have been
discussing the necessity for increasing
the debt limit. We have heard argu-
ments pro and con, and I do not intend
to belabor the question further. How-
ever, I want the Members to know that
I am one of those who believe in the sol-
vency of our Government, one of those
who believe that we should cut expendi-
tures where we can cut them without
hurting either our national defense, our
general welfare, or our economy. I am
one who has always been reluctant to see
the ceiling of our national public debt
raised, but after hearing the testimony
that was presented to our committee

this past week, I come to you and say,
“My colleagues, I am going to vote for
this resolution, and I think in the inter-
est of America you, too, should do the
same thing.”

It is most important that the ceiling
on the public debt be increased by $5
billion, as this resolution provides. If
you had the privilege of listening to all
the testimony that we did, and I certainly
hope you will read the hearings when
they are made available, you would find
real necessity for this action. In fact,
we were told that one time last fall the
cash balance in the Treasury was so low
that when the Treasury was seeking to
transfer funds from one depository to
another in order to meet bills, if a severe
storm had interfered with the transfer
of that money millions of our aged peo-
ple and millions of pensioners would
not have been able to get their pensions
on time. I say there is an urgent rea-
son, that reason alone, to provide the
monthly checks for our pensioners, for
passing this legislation.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORAND. I yield if I have time.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.
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Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
from Rhode Island referred to our late
beloved colleague, Jere Cooper, in a very
fitting way, and how fortunate we were,
with the act of God taking him away
from us, in having as chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee our distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Miis]l. There is no
Member of the House who is more greatly
respected than the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. MitLs] not only for his
extraordinary ability, but for his devo-
tion to duty, and above all for his fine
ethical outlook on life.

An illustration of his leadership, show=-
ing the elements of leadership that he
possesses is the fact, as I remember, this
recommendation for a temporary in-
crease of $5 billion in the national debt
ceiling was made on Tuesday of last
week. On Friday of last week the chair-
man called the Committee on Ways and
Means together for public hearings.
And the bill was reported out, and the
bill is now before the House of Repre-
sentatives today. In other words, within
a period of 1 week one of the most im-
portant measures of this session of Con-
gress was messaged to the Congress, and
the Ways and Means Committee, under
the leadership of the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Mriisl, held hearings
and reported the bill out and the bill is
now before the House. I think that is
leadership of an outstanding nature and
is a compliment to the gentleman from
Arkansas and his leadership.

Mr. FORAND. Ithank the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMAcK]
and I point out that the reason for that
speed was not because the Ways and
Means Committee had nothing to do, be-
cause as you all know we are holding
hearings on tax revision and our sched-
ule calls for us to hear from 18 or 19
witnesses each day, but because of the
urgency of this situation and the non-
partisanship involved, our leader called
us together and action was expedited.
For that I compliment him.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
Foranp] has expired.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr, REED, Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Near].

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, the argu-
ment presented by members of the Ways
and Means Committee have convinced
me that a precarious margin between
the anticipated commitments and the
debt limit does exist.

As has been said this is because the
Congress has been too liberal in its ap-
propriations. Now it becomes necessary
for the Congress to acknowledge its mis-
takes and call upon the taxpayers to
cover for them.

Extension of the debt limit is requested
as an emergency measure. Like similar
emergency requests it is most certain to
become permanent.

The national debt of the United States
of America is twice the size of the total
debt of all our allies with whom we are
fi~hting a cold war. Nearly every one of
these allied governments is taking radi-

cal steps to reduce its commitments,
hoping to bolster its economy and sta-
bilize its financial structure.

While I recognize and fully approve
our Government’s expenditures for our
own defense I cannot approve increas-
ing allocation of American taxpayers’
money to restore the solvency of foreign
countries that indicate their readiness
to believe they must assume a soft atti-
tude toward our powerful antagonist.

America’s strength and survival de-
pends ultimately upon our own solvency.
Solvency just cannot be preserved if we
continue deficit spending with its accom-
panying inflation. It is time we resolve
to avoid further debt and adopt a pay-
as-we-go policy. Better an increase in
tax now to keep our fiscal house in order
than mislead our people into believing
all is well.

If Russia, by squeezing the lifeblood
of her people, can create a superior mili-
tary force to threaten the democratic
world, most certainly the American peo-
ple will willingly contribute from their
incomes the necessary cost of building
a defense system to protect them from
foreign aggression and from internal
finaneial bankruptey.

National debt and inflation can de-
stroy America just as surely as defeat
in war. Rather than destroy ourselves
by spending abroad where experience
shows its futility, let us put our own house
in order. America, strong, united, sol-
vent, and determined, can maintain
world leadership; otherwise our chances
of survival against a ruthless, dictatorial,
slave-driving Communist enemy are nil.

Mr. HEMPHILL, Mr, Chairman and
Members of the Committee, the second
year of the second term of Mr. Eisen-
hower starts off, as others, with beauti-
ful promises, high sounding and deserip-
tive phrases, and the stark realism that
inflation continues. There is no real ef-
fort on the part of this administration
to check it. This administration lacks
a sincerity of purpose, and its hypocrisy
must be exposed.

We are asked to increase, temporarily,
the public debt limit. We are asked to
give the Treasury Department a free
hand to obligate us $5 billion above the
present authority. By this request the
administration has admitted its failure
to cope with the problem of inflation
and provide a program to return to a
sound dollar.

It is therefore evident that we can ex-
pect no leadership in tightening the belt
by the administration. The Congress,
must, therefore draw the line. The
Congress could, if it would, take the
reins of leadership toward economy and
efficiency in Government, and I am
ready to vote for such a program.

Last night, in an effort to discredit the
Democratic Party, Assistant President—
some give him credit for having much
more power and say-so than “assist-
ant”"—Sherman Adams tried to side-
track the American people from think-
ing of their serious home-front fiscal
and economic problems. He began to
talk about Pearl Harbor.

What we in America want of the
Przsident and his advisers is a fact-fac-
ing realization of our home-front diffi-
culties, and recommendation for con-
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struetive legislation to correct it. For
the last 5 years the record of the Re-
publican administration on the home
front may be summed up in two words:
failure and insinecerity.

The farmer, under this administra-
tion has suffered disastrously. He is in
debt. He wants relief. He wants tax
relief and he is tired of wasteful Govern-
ment spending.

The textile industry, the plywood in-
dustry, management, and labor are suf-
fering. The white-collar worker cannot
pay his debts. The dollar value is going
steadily down. Unemployment is on the
increase. A recession is underway, and
that recession may be classified as minor,
or temporary, by those in power, but to
the man losing his business, with his
back to the wall, or unable to pay his
debts, there is nothing minor about it.

Raising the debt limit is no solution
to the problem. The Secretary of the
Treasury never made a claim that this
is the panacea. How encouraging it
would be if the administration had is-
sued a statement that it would forego
raising the limit for fear of encouraging
further inflation. The taxpayer needs
some encouragement, not tomorrow, but
today.

The Secretary of the Treasury, in his
statement before the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives, stated that eash balances are run-
ning distressingly low. He did not say,
according to the report on this bill, dan-
erously low. Everybody I know is hav-
ing trouble keeping cash balances. Too
much Government and foo much Gov-
ernment debt have materially contrib-
uted to that condition.

One of the grounds for the request
takes into account contingencies which
might develop in a world filled with un-
certainties. The world has always been
filled with uncertainties and this admin-
istration has done more to place the
United States in a position of uncertain-
ty than any in the history of this great
Nation. They wish Congress to bail
them out, temporarily, from this fiscal
dilemma, and have Congress share the
blame for Eisenhower inflation.

As of January 15, 1958, according to
the report on this bill, our debt was
pegeged at $274.4 billion. Our limit is
$275 billion. We are asked for $5 bil-
lion, but the papers today carried a re-
port that $3 billion would suffice. Why
not $1 billion at a time? Why not take
stock again and again to remedy this
situation.

A vote against this legislation is a
vote for economy. A demand for it.
The American people desire it.

Let no man be misled into thinking this
is part of the missile program. Prop-
aganda in that direction may be forth-
coming, but the facts are that last week
we voted $549 million for the missile-de-
tection and defense program. The mis-
sile program has been voted the money
by present and past Congresses. What
we need is dedicated use of those funds
and realistic production.

Let us start now to stop inflation and
vote against H. R. 9955.

Mr. SADLAK. Mr, Chairman, may I
add to the remarks which have been
emphasized by my colleagues on the
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Ways and Means Committee that the
most important reason for the tempo-
rary increase in the public-debt limit is
the flexibility that is required over the
next 18 months. May I likewise em-=-
phasize the statements that have pre-
viously been made that this does not in
any way tend to open the floodgates of
expenditures, but is a warning to con-
tinue to keep the brakes on the spend-
ing, though these brakes must be applied
here in the House on the appropriation
measures, and appropriations cannot be
increased by the Treasury Department
since they must pay the bills which we
authorize and approve.

One additional impelling reason for
my voting for the temporary increase is
the possibility of need for immediate
funds in the event to follow through to
the fullest advantage should a techno-
logical breakthrough occur.

Mr. Chairman, I endorse H. R. 9955.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, in a
sense it is unrealistic to vote against a
temporary increase in the debt limit.

But, then, in a sense, it is always un-
realistic to protest the inevitable.

There is no doubt that we are here
faced with the inevitable. The outcome
of the impending vote is a foregone con-
clusion. Very probably some increase
in the debt limit this session is actually
unavoidable although it may end up with
something less than the $5 billion figure.

If, as I suspect, a temporary increase
is necessary it is because arithmetic is
still inexorable.

Uncle Sam has so far discovered no
satisfactory way to dodge the bill collec-
tor. But there seems co be a lack of
understanding that bills paid with bor-
rowed money are not debts truly paid.
They are debts merely juggled. They
are debts merely transferred to a dif-
ferent creditor, with a deferred due date
and a heavy interest charge.

We today have such deferred debt to
the tune of nearly $275 billion, much of
it the heritage of war. But a very sub-
stantial amount is the heritage of ex-
travagance, folly, and sheer waste. And
some of this extravagance, folly and
waste is of recent and current origins.
Hence our inevitable predicament today.

Yes, I repeat, protest against the in-
evitable is in a sense always unrealistic.

But failure to protest may, in the
longer view, be even more unrealistic.
Failure to protest may prove both fatal-
istic and, ultimately, fatal.

Absence of protest can accelerate the
process of progressive capitulation to bad
habits.

Therefore, I intend to vote for the mo=-
tion to iimit the increase to $3 billion—
as the lesser evil.. And then I intend to
vote on final passage against any
increase,

Very frankly this is a vote of protest
against the immediate inevitability be-
cause of my anxiety over the far more
crucial inevitability toward which we are
headed.

It is a vote of protest in line with the
votes for economies which I cast in the
last session. Had these economies been
adopted an increase in the debt limit
would quite probably now be unneces-
sary.
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It is a vofe of protest against the
resurgent doctrine, currently mouthed
by spokesmen of Americans for Demo-
cratic action, that debt does not really
matter.

It is a vote of protest azainst the
popular theory of democracy—spelled
with a small “d"—that government
must provide anything and everything
the people or pressure groups want or
demand, without regard to reasonable
priorities, and without regard to the
ability of the government or the will-
ingnfss of the people themselves to pay
Oor 1t.

It is a vote of protest against the
philosophy of luxury and softness—the
notion that there is nothing that we
cannot do without, or even temporarily
defer, if we happen to want it right now.

It is a vote of protest against incon-
clusive legislative action to date which
has made the postage stamp a symbol of
our unwillingness to face facts and
which has accumulated a postal defiicit
equal to, or exceeding, the $5 billion it
is now proposed to raise the debt limit.

It is a vote of protest against the eva-
sions and doubletalk—and pleasant
smiles—of many departmental and
agency witnesses which have largely
frustrated nonpartisan efforts of the
House Subcommittee on Manpower Utili-
zation to curtail unnecessary filling of
Federal job vacancies.

It is a vote of protest against the
swarming hordes of would-be hitch-
hikers on sputnik, promoters of new wel-
fare state spending to the tune of many
more billions which, if recklessly ap-
proved, will have to be paid for through
higher taxes or more borrowed money
made possible by further increases in the
debt limit.

It is a vote of protest against these
grandiose schemes for more and more
spending which jeopardize our ability to
finance absolutely necessary increases in
costly military defense.

It is a vote of protest against the
zealous advocates of more and more
governmental foreign missionary ef-
forts who, I am sure, would be some-
what dismayed and possibly more mod-
erate in their demands if they had to
rely on foreign-missions-Sunday free-
will offerings instead of having easy re-
course to tax funds or deficit Federal
spending.

It is a vote of protest against Congres-
sional failure to come more effectively
to grips with the threat to debt limita-
tion always present in vast annual
carryovers of appropriated funds.

Finally, it is a vote of protest against
the tardy twinges of conscience and re-
morse which assail us whenever the is-
sue of an increase in the debf limit
arises, but which are all too often lack=-
ing when we face the one genuine inev-
itability—that more spending must al-
ways mean more taxes or more debt or
both.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. TUnder the rule,
the bill is considered as having been
read for amendment.

(The bill reads as follows:)

Be it enacted, ete., That, during the period
beginning on the date of the enactment of
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this act and ending on June 30, 1959, the
public-debt 1imit set forth in the first sen-
tence of section 21 of the Second Liberty
Bond Act, as amended, shall be temporarily
increased by §5,000,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN. TUnder the rule, no
amendment to the bill is in order except
amendments offered by the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Are there any committee amendments?

Mr, MILLS. Mr, Chairman, there are
no committee amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WriGHT, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 9955) to provide for a tem-
porary increase in the public-debt limit,
pursuant to House Resolution 446, he
reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, I am opposed to the bill. I
offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BYrRNES of Wisconsin moves to recom-
mit the bill, H. R. 9955, to the Committee
on Ways and Means with instructions to
report the same back forthwith with the
following amendment: On page 1, line 7,
after the word “by” strike out “$5 billion"
and insert “$3 billion.”

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the motion to re-
commit.

The previous question was ordered.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings on the bill be postponed until
next Thursday, in accordance with an
agreement previously entered into with
the Members of the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetis?

There was no objection.,

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
extend their remarks in the REcorp ca
the bill we considered in the Committee
of the Whole today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

MILITARY DISCHARGE AND THE
SUPREME COURT
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentie-
man from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.
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The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, last

2dnesday afternoon, a drama took
place in the Supreme Court that will
vitally affect the lives of hundreds of
ex-cervicemen, Before the bench that
day were two cases, that of John Henry
Harmon and Howard Abramowitz, both
men who had performed their military
duties in an exemplary manner, and
whose records were without blemish.

Both had been summarily discharged
as undesirable despite their honorable
service records solely on the basis of
their activities as civilians, before their
military service began.

Harmon and Abramowitz appealed
their cases up through the machinery
for redress that the Military Establish-
ment provides, and were at each step
denied any change in the character of
their discharges. Not until Harmon took
his case to the Federal court did the
Army reconsider its position—then up-
grading his discharge to general—still
a less than honorable discharge.

On Wednesday, after living for years
with the social stigma and deprivation
of legal rights attached to a less than
honorable discharge, both men had
reached the highest and the final seat of
justice. And there, before the Supreme
Court of the United States, counsel for
the defendant, Secretary of the Army
Brucker, admitted that the Justice De-
partment had advised the Army that it
had no authority to issue a discharge
based on civilian conduct—a statement
that was in fact a confession of error.

My colleagues, this body passed a bill,
H. R. 8772 now pending before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, in the
last session which would provide ma-
chinery for ex-servicemen who had been
tendered a less than honorable discharge
to redeem themselves by allowing them
to petition for a new type of general
discharge after 3 years of commendable
postservice civilian conduct. During the
short debate on the bill, a number of its
supporters are on record as saying that
the bill did not go far enough. Clearly,
it did not.

In fact, it may seem that in a back-
handed manner, the House of Repre-
sentatives has almost endorsed the very
thing which the Justice Department has
advised is unauthorized, and by implica-
tion, unconstitutional.

I sincerely hope that the other body
will either reject or strongly revise the
bill before it, and that the Members of
the House will have a further oppor-
tunity to participate in the writing of
equitable legislation.

SOCIAL SECURITY SHOULD NOT
MEAN FORCED RETIREMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr, Speaker, of
the several bills amending the Social Se~
curity Act which I have introduced in
this session, the one that will most eru-
cially affect the greatest number of peo-
ple is H. R. 9842, which will raise the
limit on earnings for social security re-
cipients from the present $1,200 to
$5,000.

My district in Los Angeles is the home
of many more retired people than is av-
erage, and for this reason I have both a
special interest in the problems of our
older citizens, and perhaps a hetter op-
portunity to see and to appreciate those
problems than would be possible with a
more diverse constituency. Invariably,
people who are receiving social security
benefits who speak or write to me—and
many do—feel strongly that the income
limitation is unfair, that it opposes their
natural desire to continue as productive
a life as possible and most important,
that it prevents them from augmenting
an inadequate income.

A system that in effect penalizes bene-
ficiaries by reducing benefits each month
in which they earn more than $80 is to
me, quite frankly, an unjust system, and
must naturally depress incentive to work.
Is it any wonder that many who have
spent years contributing to the social
security fund cannot understand why
the more they work, the more their Gov=
ernment, which contributed nothing to
the fund, reduces the benefit that they
have earned. Such a policy could only
be understandable if it were realistic;
but it is not. By raising the earning
limit to $5,000, however, my bill will give
beneficiaries an opportunity to provide a
decent living for themselves, and restore
to them the sense of self-respect that
they had known as productive members
of their community.

Since H. R. 9842 was introduced early
in the session, I have had some reaction
to it from organized labor. Originally
many unions were opposed to provisions
allowing any outside earnings because
of the possible unfair advantage that
employers would take of older workers
through “wage cutting” devices. The
merit of this argument is pointed up by
one Washington, D. C., employer who is
publicly recruiting older workers with
the bold assertion that they need not lose
their social security benefits by coming
to work for him, because he will see to it
that they are not paid more than $1,200
in a year.

There are two alternatives to combat
this exploitation. First, to eliminate al-
lowed outside earnings altogether, in
which case we would incur the obliga-
tion to see that social security paid
enough to recipients for them to main-
tain a reasonable minimum standard of
living. Since obviously it does not, the
only answer is then to raise the earning
limit to a figure that will discourage
wage cutting and will make a decent liv-
ing standard possible for beneficiaries.
I believe that nothing below $5,000 will
accomplish this.

In periods of unemployment, such as
we have now, there is a natural inclina-
tion on the part of some to oppose any
proposals which would increase the
number of people in the labor market.
I state quite frankly to them that to me,
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this is the kind of fear that a President
of the United States referred to in his
words, “The only thing we have to fear
is fear itself.” The answer to such fear
is not to restrict the labor market, but
to affirm with action the philosophy
that our economy must obligate itself
to full employment, and to insure the
opportunity for all to work who desire
to do so within the limits of their need
and ability. Social security should not
mean forced retirement,

BILL FOR RECORDING OF LIENS BY
COAST GUARD

Mr. MmuLs. Mr. Speaker, T ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. AsuLEY] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
have introduced a bill to revise the Coast
Guard registration of certain undocu-
mented vessels in order to provide for
notation of liens, mortgages and other
encumbrances on the reverse side of the
certificate of award, and to further pro-
vide for the issuance of a duplicate cer-
tificate to remain on board the vessel,
;.fhj{:‘ the original is held by the lending

ank.

The Coast Guard has advised me that
it has no authority under existing law for
the recording of mortgages or for the
notation of a lien or other encumbrance
on the so-called certificate of award,
and the legislation which I have intro-
duced today is designed to provide this
necessary authority.

Mr. Speaker, in the last decade the
number of pleasure craft in operation in
the United States has nearly tripled—
from 2% million in 1947 to more than
7 million today. Last year about 30 mil-
lion persons took part in recreational
boating on the waterways of our coun-
try. This is nearly 17 percent of all per-
sons living in the continental United
States, according to the most recent Bu-
reau of the Census report.

It goes without saying, Mr, Speaker,
that this boating activity represents a
tremendous investment on the part of
American boat owners. During the
calendar year 1956, about $114 billion
was spent at the retail level for new
and used boats, accessories, safety equip-
ment, fuel, insurance, docking, mainte-
nance, and so forth. A substantial por-
tion of this amount, of course, is repre-
sented by purchases which were made
on credit.

And this brings us to the necessity for
the legislation which I have introduced
today. At the present time there is no
way that a lien against a boat can be
appropriately indicated on its title
papers. This has serious implications in
connection with the problems that arise
when transferring title and certificate of
ownership from one owner to another.

Because of the lack of adequate title
transfer and lien recording devices, boat
owners, boat purchasers, marine dealers
and lenders have serious problems. The
boat owner is not adequately protected
against transfer of title in cases of theft
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and expenses incurred against his boat
when not in his possession. The new
purchaser of a boat is not adequately pro=-
tected against liens and charges against
a new boat when he ecannot search the
title before he purchases the craft.
Similarly, the marine dealer, when ac-
cepting a boat in trade and reselling the
boat to a nmew purchaser, is not ade-
quately protected against the liens which
were incurred prior to his obtaining pos-
session of the boat. The marine-service
man is not adequately protected for
services performed on a boat when not
in the hands of the rightful owner or
when not paid prior to transfer of title.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, the present
situation has made the financing of
boats unnecessarily difficult. Because
there is no adequate lien recording sys-
tem in the boating industry, lenders
generally have been very reluctant to
engage in mass financing or purchases
such as the automobile business has ex-
perienced. Lending institutions feel,
and understandably so, that they must
be extremely careful in financing the
purchase of a boat in order to make
sure that there are no prior liens out-
standing.

In providing that the form of the
certificate of award be revised to in-
clude notation of lien, the bill which
I offer will entail no additional burden=-
some detail for the United States Coast
Guard. In the case of new boats, under
existing law the Coast Guard requires
that a builder’s statement be submitted
to them with the request for the is-
suance of a certificate of award, while
in the case of used hoats the certificate
of award originally issued must be sub-
mitted with the request for a change in
the registered owner.

In either case, it will be a simple mat-
ter to forward with the request for the
certificate of award a copy of the se-
curity instrument setting forth the lien
holder and the amount of lien so that
this information can be included in the
preparation of the certificate of award.

I urge, Mr. Speaker, that Congress
take this necessary step to stay abreast
of the tremendous increase in recrea-
tional boating and the demands which
accompany this increase.

JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
(JAYCEE) WEEK

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wyo-
ming?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to call the atten-
tion of the House of Representatives to
National Jaycee Week, which is being
celebrated by some 200,000 young men
between the ages of 21 and 35 in over
3,500 communities in these United States.

This is the week that the attention of
all the people in this great country should
be turned to the accomplishments of
young men as exemplified by the honors
bestowed upon the 10 outstanding young
men of the United States by the United
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States Junior Chamber of Commerce this
past Saturday in Phoenix, Ariz. These
10 young men were symbols of the truly
significant contributions to society that
are being made every day not only in the
United States but in all the countries
of the free world.

During Jaycee Week we honor this dis-
tinguished and enterprising organization
which has grown from a mere handful
of young men who realized the need for
an organizgtion based on the principles
of “leadership training through commu-
nity service,” in the short span of some
38 years, to an organization that has be-
come one of the most vital currents in
the stream of American life. The Junior
Chamber of Commerce can well be proud
of its accomplishments. They have spon-
sored such notable projects as the Voice
of Democracy Contest, which enables
youngsters of high school age to tell the
world their views on our democratic way
of life. They have given the youth of
this Nation the opportunity to become
better citizens and to learn true sports=
manship through competition in the
fields of golf, tennis, and driving contests
and have backed the need for physical
fitness in the youth of today. However,
they have not limited their activities to
youth and have sponsored and demanded
better government on the local, State, and
national levels. They have continually
improved their communities through
building programs and by constantly
urging their fellow citizens to study and
be aware of their Government and to vote
for what they believe in. They are
among the leaders in seeing that the rec-
ommendations of the Hoover Commis-
sion are fully studied by our citizens,

I feel that we all owe the Jaycees a
debt of gratitude for carrying out their
fine program of leadership training in
communities throughout the world and
for helping produce through community
service the leaders of the free world,
This reaffirms our faith in the future of
America. America cannot help but con-
tinue as the leader in these troubled times
as long as we can look to young men of
action who have not yet been over-
whelmed by the magnitude of our prob-
lems and who have not traded their
spirit of adventure or desire to improve
their communities for the safer and more
sophisticated path of clinging to the
status quo or of sitting back and find-
ing fault with what is being done by
others.

Yes, we will continue to strengthen
America with the vitality of youth as
long as we have organizations such as
the Junior Chamber of Commerce that
firmly believe that, “the hope of the fu-
ture lies in the hands of youth and ac-
tion.”

ADDRESS BY SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY ROBERT B. ANDER-
SON
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-

dress the House for 1 minute and to in-

clude an address by Secretary of the

Treasury Anderson.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, Mr,
Speaker, the following are the remarks
by Secretary of the Treasury Robert B.
Anderson at a salute-to-Eisenhower
dinner, Sheraton-Plaza Hotel, Boston,
Mass.,, 6 p. m., Monday, January 20,
1958:

I am honored to join tonight with you and
countless other Americans in saluting the
President of the United States, Dwight D.
Eisenhower. I count it one of the great
privileges of my life to be a part of his
administration. ;

I am also honored to have had the oppor~
tunity of serving with so many outstanding
sons of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
both in the Congress and in the executive
branch of the Government.

Massachusetts ranks high In its contribu-
tlons to the historical development and the
future of this Nation. The Republican
Party is proud of the distinguished men and
women from the great State of Massachu-
setts, at the top levels of both the Congress
and in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment.

As we pay tribute to our great President,
let us also honor those in his Republican
administration, who have contributed to the
peace, security, and better well-being of the
American people In the past 5 years. It is
a record of accomplishment which deserves
the continued support of all Americans,

Today, we are face to face with many of
the problems of the world with which we
have grown accustomed, but we stand at the
dawn of man’s breakthrough into outer
space.

Four centuries ago, the knowledge that
mankind lived on a ball whirling in space
gradually permeated the 16th century world.
Men looked out across the oceans and into
the skles and felt a new fear of unknown
distances and unknown shores.

But there was time, then, to probe the
new lands; time for the sclences of naviga-
tion, geography, engineering, astronomy, to
gradually reduce the personal dangers of
sailing out beyond the sheltered coasts. Na-
tions continued to rise and fall, but gecg-
raphy and natural barriers still played al-
most as important a part in determining the
course of history as they had in the time of
the Caesars. FProtected by two oceans, our
own country grew to maturity without fear
of foreign invasion.

Four centuries beyond this age of explora=
tion, the vastness of outer space has become
the new world, and each nation's concept
of national security has taken on a wholly
new meaning. In the space age which we
have now entered, the dangerous first voy-
ages and discoveries are no longer a matter
of individual adventure or national pride;
success is required of us as a Nation and as
a people.

In this situation—unprecedented in the
history of civilization—we may in all humili-
ty recognize the goodness of providence
which has placed at the head of our country
a man whose moral integrity, warm human=
ity, experience in world affairs, and capacity
for world leadership have made him a sym-
bol of peace to free men everywhere.

As in previous critical times, the Presi-
dent's recent messages have been inspired
by his fundamental belief in democracy—
a belief in the values and in the ultimate
triumph of the democratic process. The
programs which have been outlined for
meeting the challenge of Soviet scientific
achievement show an overwhelining devo-
tion to the basic goal of providing an ade-
quate protection while insuring the strength,
the resilience and the power for growth of
our free soclety. Now as always, the Presi=
dent’s proposals reflect the determination of
our Nation to remain strong in ways that
keep the peace. But at the same time, they

-
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rcflect an equally firm determination to pro-
tect the basic strengths of our economy and
our soclety.

What is the strength of America? What
is the American future? These are ques-
tions which every American must ask him-
self. They are questions which only the
pzople themselves can answer—and the
whole world is waiting to hear what that
answer will be.

Let me start with the first question: What
is the strength of America?

We have the most powerful productive
engine that the world has ever known.

We have the highest standard of living—
not for a few, but for many.

We are a Nation of bellievers in the future
of America, and from our earliest days as
& Natlon we have faced that future without
fear.

We are a Nation dedicated to friendship
with others, in actions as well as words.

Yet our most valuable export, and the
one prized by others, is still—as it was in
1776—the concept of freedom and humanity
for which our Nation stands. In recent
years, as the threat of Communist enslave-
ment has grown, we have extended a helping
hand to others. We haven't just talked
freedom—we have entered Into arrange-
ments for mutual security, and the free
world has attained a strength which only an
alllance of independent and self-respecting
peoples can achleve., No free natlon is cow-
ering in fear of America, and no free nation
ever will.

These are the things for which Ameriea
stands. They. are so familiar, so enduring,
that they tend to be taken for granted—by
others, as well as by ourselves. Yet the true
realists are those who see with clear un-
biased vision the source of America’s
strength—economiec, political, and spiritual.
That source is freedom—manifested in every
phase of the life we have built for ourselves
here in our great country.

If we could take a cross sectlon of America
on any working day, what aspect of our life
might stand out as most characteristic of
the way of living we have achieved here? I
believe that it would be, not something dra-
matic—not something stemming from the
leaders of Government or industry—but the
simple fact that every day millions of inde-
pendent decisions are being made In our
economy. They are being made by business-
men, consumers, housewives, workers, stu-
dents—by everyone participating in the life
of our Nation. They are being made in an
atmosphere of freedom, self-confidence, and
self-respect which would quite probably be
unbelievable to someone knowing only the
regimented existence of a police state.

Is this a good thing? Is it something we
want to preserve? Can we preserve it, in the
face of the Boviet threat?

I belleve that America will give a ringing
yes to each one of these questions. Widely
ranging private initiative and resourceful-
ness have made our country what it is. They
represent the solid foundation underlying
the confidence of our people in the future.
They constitute a vital aspect of defense
which the Soviet rulers have not even both-
ered to understand, much less to emulate.

This, then, is our greatest strength—not
our material achievements, not- alone our
defense position at a given period of time,
but the unlimited scope for free minds to
push forward the frontiers of knowledge—to
compare, to probe, to experiment, to ques-
tion, and then to probe again., Mistakes have
been and will be made—changes of direc-
tion will often be required—but out of the
millions of decisions which a free people
make every day comes the invincible
strength of America.

And what of the American future?

Right now, our economy is passing
through a readjustment in many sectors of
business. In some areas, there is evidence
that the readjustment has run its course;
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in others, it may be of longer duration. In
the daily decislons of businessmen, in-
vestors, consumers, this readjustment is be-
ing carefully weighed, as it properly should
be. We have had an unprecedented pros-
perity; the readjustments now going on are
in part the consequences of a period of rapid
expansion during the past several years.
But our basic strengths remain unimpaired;
they leave no doubt that we have the in-
gredients for a healthy economy and one
that will expand to meet all essential needs,
military and eivilian.

It would be a mistake, I feel, for anyone
to sell our dynamic economy short for any
protracted period. We have the assets for
keeping our productive engine operating at
a high level. We have the manpower and
the skills. We have a growing population
with growing needs and demands. We have
a belief in the future—and a confldence that
the future can bring better living for all of
us. We have, in addition, a willingness in
our people and our Government to use the
mechanisms at our command so as to em-
ploy our economic strength in a way which
will assure a reasonable rate of sustainable
growth.

We are Justified in looking to the future
with confidence because of the factors mak-
ing for economic soundness at the present
time. What are these factors? We need to
review them in order to approach our new
tasks as a nation with assurance and vigor,

First of all, we have the industrial capac-
ity, the skilled manpower, and the man-
agerial talent for producing an expanding
volume of goods and services. This is a
factor whose importance can scarcely be
exaggerated. Our industrial capacity is suf-
ficient to meet all essential defense and
civilian needs without undue strain—pro=-
viding we use our resources wisely.

The postwar decade as a whole has been
marked by an extraordinary volume of busi-
ness investment in plant and equipment.
From 1946 through 1957, such investment to-
taled over $300 billion—a dollar outlay equal
to United States milltary expenditures dur-
ing World War II, 1941-1945. Moreover, in-
dustrial capacity will be further enlarged
and modernized this year. Business plans
for fixed investment in the calendar year 1958
exceed actual spending in any previous years
except 19566 and 1957. In short, we are con-
tinuing to improve and expand our basic
economic mechanism—already by far the
most productive and most flexible in the
world today.

Growth in the labor force—a part of our
growth in population—will provide three-
quarters of a million new workers within the
next year.

Output per man-hour in the private non-
farm sector of the economy has been increas-
ing at an average rate of more than 21, per-
cent a year for the postwar period. Agricul-
tural productivity has been increasing even
more rapidly. As a result in part of the re-
adjustment now going on in the economy, in-
centives are currently very strong for re-
ducing costs and maximizing efliciency.
There are many reasons to expect that pro-
ductivity gains in the period just ahead will
at least match the long-term growth rate.

Along with these capacities, we have an
efficient financial system fully capable of pro-
viding the short- and long-term financing
necessary for high and rising levels of ac-
tivity.

These are some of the productive resources
of cour Nation, vitalized and nourished by the
resourcefulness and energy of the American
people. On the other side—calling upon
these resources for fulfillment—are the in-
creasing expenditures to ensure a strong de-
fense position, the increasing opportunities
opened up by science and technological ad-
vance, & more rapld pace of activity in cer-
tain State, local, and Federal programs, and
the continued desires and drives of a growing
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population to augment Individual lving
standards and maintain national well-being.

Viewed in perspective, our long-term prob-
lem is surely not one of too little demand
for the available output of American indus-
try. It is, rather, & wise use of our capacity
80 as to meet competing demands without en-
dangering the source of our strength—the
vitality of the American economy.

Turning for a moment to the short-term
situation, there are a number of factors
which indicate that the present loss of mo-
mentum in the economy may not be of long
duration.

First, numerous adjustments in output,
materials, prices, and manpower utilization
have already taken place. Likewise, reduc-
tion of inventories which has already oc-
curred in many lines has brought a better
balance of market supply with demand.

In the financial markets, there have been
prompt and responsive readjustments in such
factors as the relation of the yields of com-
mon stocks and bonds and in interest-rate
levels. Credit availability is adjusting it
self to provide more opportunities for ine
vestment in new projects and the enlarge-
ment of others.

Revival in residential housing markets and
in residential construction has been a sus-
taining influence in construction activity for
recent months, and with loanable funds now
more readily available, housing activity may
well be an element of strength in the period
ahead. Added to this will be an increasing
pace of activity in certain Federal programs,
such as highway building, and in a number
of State and local activities involving vari=-
ous types of community facilities.

The agencles of the Government will be
administering their defense and domestic
programs so as to provide a maximum con=
tribution to employment, production, and
purchasing power.

Most important of all, however, 18 the fact
that confidence of the American people has
remained strong during the adjustment tak«-
ing place in domestic activity and in the
face of disturbing events in the infernational
scene and this confidence is, in my bellef,
consistently increasing.

It is against this background of strength
and confidence in the American economy and
among the American people that the Presi-
dent has presented his program in answer
to the Soviet challenge. The President's
budget is a practical and prudent document
that will add significantly to our military
strength while recognizing that “the produc-
tlvity, the adaptability of the American econ-
omy is the solld foundation stone of our
security structure."

In addition to outlining an effective pro-
gram for Federal action, the President has
made it clear that we shall continue to
adhere to those principles of governmental
and fiscal soundness which contribute so
much to the economic stamina of our Nation.

These principles, as they have recently
been set forth by the President, are economy
in expenditures; efficiency in operations; pro-
motion of growth and stability in a free-
enterprise economy; a vigorous Federal-State
system; concern for human well-being; pri=-
ority of national security over lesser needs;
revenues adequate to cover expenditures and
permit debt reduction during periods of high
business activity; and, finally, simplification
of the tax structure and reduction of taxes
when possible.

These are the basic guides of sound gov-
ernment policy which the President again
emphasized in the budget message of Janu-
ary 18. No one of these objectives has been
pushed aside or minimized in the face of
the Soviet challenge. Instead, they have
been restated strongly and fearlessly as the
principles we live by and intend to go on
living by in the future.

The very statement of these principlea
however, underscores the fact that the actual
power of decision in this country rests with
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millions of free people. Economy in Govern=-
ment, efficiency in administration, giving up
lesser needs to achieve a sound defense pro=-
gram, these and every one of the other goals
outlined by the President depend for their
success on a nationwide acceptance of re-
sponsibility for the affairs of Government,
In the last analysis, governmental policies
take effect in our democratic system because
we, as individuals, have decided that they are
good and right. The President and the Con-
gress can point the way. They can set up
programs and these can be enacted into law.
But, as our history has proved many times,
very little progress can be achieved in the
long run without the understanding and
support of the people of the Nation. Facing
up to problems, self-discipline, actually help-
ing to shape the course of government; these
are the responsibilities of every citizen in a
free country.

This is no light burden. Every American
is behind the President in his determination
to devote the necessary resources and funds
to building an adequate defense. But we
need to stand behind him also in his deter-
mination to build that defense without
weakening the economy.

This means, of course, that some peace-
time programs will require strict evaluation
and impose the necessity for making difficult
choices. Our defense requirements increase,
rather than lessen, the importance of pru-
dent and economical use of our resources in
every area. They Iincrease, rather than
lessen, the need for prudent financial man-
agement. As the President has said with re-
spect to our military position: “Our real
problem, then, is not our strength today; it
is rather the vital necessity of action today
to insure our strength tomorrow."

Let us never forget that the responsibility
for the ultimate success of actions taken by
our Government in the months ahead lies
with the people—with each one of us. Each
one of us has a responsibility for under-
standing the issues before the country, for
thoughtful appraisal of them, and, finally,
for participation in their solution. Only if
we accept these responsibilities can our Na-
tion fulfill the task of leadership in the
cause of peace and freedom which our Presi-
dent has so clearly and forcefully set before
us.
The tasks which lie ahead of us demand
responsibility of all the people. They cry
out for willingness to lay aside all that is
trivial and for unity in all that is important.

The Republican Party must continue to
fulfill its task of leadership in the cause of
peace and freedom. It must stand united
in support of those things which bring us
protection and undergird us with economic
strength.

Our dedication must be to responsible
action. Our efforts must be directed toward
unity of purpose. Our achievements must
add up to the accomplishment of the task
which the President has set for us—the
betterment of mankind in a world of security
and peace.

EXTENSION OF PRESENT TRADE
AGREEMENTS

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. BaiLey] is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, this is the
second of a series of speeches I plan to
make in an effort to keep my colleagues
in the House advised of the misleading
propaganda being used by the adminis-
tration and the several departments of
the Government concerned in an effort
to force approval of a 5-year extension
of our present trade agreements, with
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added authority to the President to fur-
ther reduce import duties.

This past week, I severely criticized
the State Department for using the tax-
payers’ money, provided in their appro-
priation, for the publicaiton of a booklet
under the caption, “Together We Are
Strong,” which contained a mass of mis-
information and downright falsehoods
in an effort to mislead the American
people into thinking that it was neces-
sary to extend these trade agreements
and give the President added power to
further complicate the problems facing
a great majority of our domestic pro-
ducers who are presently meeting too
much competition from foreign articles
made by underpaid workmen with a
lower standard of living than the stand-
ard of wages and working conditions set
up for our American workmen.

Today, Mr. Speaker, I want to pay my
respects to another Federal Department
which is anxiously trying to edge into
the Hollywood show the great Eric
Johnston is organizing to further mis-
lead the American people.

I refer to the Commerce Department
and particularly to the bluenosed
aristocrat from Massachusetts, Sinclair
Weeks, head of the Department of
Commerce.

One of the amusing acts in the great
Erie’s show will be enough to create a
belly-laugh. Imagine if you can, my
colleagues, this traditional protectionist
trying to out new deal Roosevelt, Tru-
man, and President Eisenhower. Such
change of face on the part of this new
Sinclair is enough to cause his Pilgrim
ancestors to turn over in their graves.

Here is what Mr. Weeks proposes. He
has already advised the Members of Con-
gress, under date of January 13, 1958,
that he has been selected as Chairman
of the Trade Policy Committee estab-
lished by Executive Order on November
25, 1957. This Committee, he goes on
to inform the Congress, is composed of
the Secretaries of Commerce, State,
Treasury, Defense, Interior, Agriculture,
and Labor.

I fail to find anything in our present
tariff laws, including our reciprocal
trade agreements, that empowers the
President to create another bureau of
government, at a great expense to the
taxpayers, which would largely dupli-
cate the present duties of the Tariff
Commission and add numerous jobs to
the already overloaded Federal payroll.
He further explains that the committee
is set up to advise the President on the
action he should take on the findings of
the Tariff Commission affecting import
duties and quota limitations.

I begin to understand now why the
President is asking for money in the
current budget to build added office fa-
cilities at the White House. No doubt,
the great Sinclair wants office space there
for his experts who will determine what
advice the President should have. Here
I would like to make the point that I
know of no group better able to give
him advice than his own self-appointed
Tariff Commission. There is no sound
logic in setting up a duplicate bureau.

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to include in my remarks some excerpts
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from Mr. Weeks’ letter to the Membhers
of Congress outlining the duties of his
recently created Committee as follows:

It will be the responsibility of the Trade
Policy Committee to review the reports (find-
ings and recommendations) of the Tarlff
Commission submitted to the President re-
lating to escape-clause cases and relating to
review of prior escape-clause modifications
of tariff concessions; and the Trade Pelicy
Committee will make recommendations to
the President as to what action he should
take on such report.

The President already has a committee
on reciprocity. Mr. Weeks fails to say
that this new Committee which he is to
head will supersede the reciprocity com-
mittee. It is just possible that both
groups may continue to function and the
President will not lack information. I
would like to make a point that he is al-
ready getting too much of the wrong kind
of information,

A careful reading of this excerpt would
indicate that this illegitimate group
would not only advise the Fresident on
current orders of the Tariff Commission,
but would review all prior action taken
by the Tariff Commission under the
escape-clause provision. Why all this
duplication? What better advice could
the President need than the records of
the Tariff Commission that are based on
sworn testimony and the facts pre-
sented?

It is interesting to note how they pro-
pose to nullify the present escape-clause
provisions in the act. I quote further:

From time to time the Tariff Commission
will present a report for Presidential action.
The Executive Secretary of the Trade Policy
Committee will receive these reports and cir-
culate coples to each member of the com-
mittee. Thereafter, a meeting of the com-
mittee will be convened for discussion of the
Tariff Commission report and the wvarious
views submitted. The product of this meet-
ing will be a report to the President present-
ing the comprehensive viewpoint of the com-
mittee, including concurring and divergent
views. The report will include a specific rec=
ommendation for Presidential action.

It is interesting to note how this un-
authorized group, composed of the
Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of
State, the Secretaries of Treasury, De-
fense, Interior, Agriculture, and Labor
propose to invade and subvert the pow-
ers of the Congress to regulate com-
merce, to make treaties, and to fix tar-
iffs.

I quote: :

From time to time the Trade Policy Com=
mittee will be presented with problems re=
lating to basic policy decisions as contem=
plated by the Executive order. These sub-
jects, in the form of proposals, shall be cir=-
culated to all members of the Trade Policy
Committee and meetings will be held
promptly at the request of any member of
the Trade Policy Committee, culminating in
a report to the President indicating concur-
ring and divergent views and with specific
recommendation for Presidential action.

At the request of any member of the
Trade Policy Committee, the Committee will
be convened to discuss any policy issue,
which may arise in the administration of the
trade-agreements program. To facilitate the
task of selecting policy issues for Trade
Policy Committee consideration, all docu-
ments of the Trade Agreements Committee
(e. g., position papers for GATT meetings)



718

will be transmitted to the Executive Secre-
tary of the Trade Pollicy Committee for cir-
culation to Its members.

The staff of the Trade Policy Committee
will include an Executive Secretary of the
Committee located in the Department of
Commerce.

Sincrair WeEKs, Chairman,
Trade Policy Commitiee.

Congress has never formally ratified
the General Agreements on Tariffs and
Trade—better known as GATT—with
headquarters in Geneva, Switzerland.
Here is plain proof of their intention to
continue this illegitimate action in com-
pletely ignoring the Congress.

I urge you, my colleagues, to join
hands now in an effort to regain your
authority when the trade agreements
come up for renewal at this session.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BATLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thought Eric John-
ston was going to take over the foreign
giveaway program.

Mr. BAILEY. I would like fo inform
the gentleman from Iowa that Mr. John-
ston has been added to the staff of the
President’s office for the sole purpose of
putting on a show to put across the
5-year extension of our present trade
agreements. He is already on the job
getting it organized.

WHAT IT TAKES TO MAKE A SUC-
CESS IN FARMING

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Horan] is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken this time in order to report to my
colleagues and the Congress on a prog-
ress report on the subject of just what it
takes to make a success in farming., I
want to call attention to a publication of
the United States Department of Agri-
culfure, Agricultural Information Bulle-
tin No. 180, which is entitled “Farm Re-
sources Needed for Specified Income
Levels.” I have been requesting this
study for 6 years, and I am happy that
my insistence has, at last, been rewarded.
I am pleased today to be able to make
some remarks concerning this new bulle-
tin which the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice has just issued. To those of you who
might wish to obtain copies of this bulle-
tin, I repeat, it is Agricultural Informa-
tion Bulletin No. 180.

This report deals with these questions
In terms of specified types of farms in six
widely separated areas: Cotton-beef
farms in the Piedmont of South Caro-
lina; dairy-cotton farms in western Ten-
nessee; cotton farms in eastern Okla-
homa; dairy farms in eastern Wisconsin;
wheat-beef farms in the Central Plains
of Kansas; and wheat farms in the Tri-
angle-Judith Basin of Montana. An ad-
ditional study, I understand, will deal
with the Columbia Basin in Washington.

Just what do you have to have in order
to start farming today? Prior to this
new study, I doubt that anyone really
knew. The attraction of rural life has
always been alluring to folks who live in
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urban confines or have felt the oppres-
sion of cosmopolitan canyons of stone
and brick and steel. Many have mi-
grated to the country without knowledge
of farming and attempted to succeed in
a field of enterprise about which they
knew nothing. They have failed. They
have failed miserably and have become
members of a class that many of us in
the Congress sincerely want to help. It
is futile, however, to discuss the small
farmer or try to discuss the plight of the
family-size farm without a full knowl-
edge of just what is involved.

Bulletin No. 180 serves to give us prior
knowledge. It should be further devel-
oped to the end that those who aspire to
enter farming might know what is re-
quired—and also that those of us who
want to protect and assist them know
what we are doing.

Certainly we need to know what finan-
cial and intellectual resources are re-
quired when we attempt to help a man
succeed in farming through the Farmers’
Home Administration. There we are
trying to help a man who cannot get
credit elsewhere.

We do him little good if we grant him
a Federal credit on an enterprise that
cannot possibly succeed.

We need benchmarks for our judg-
ments. Bulletin 180 promises to supply
them. For instance, the report shows
that to realize annual earnings of $2,500,
the investment needed for farms in spe-
cific situations varies from $14.000 for
an eastern Oklahoma cotton farm to
more than $89,000 for a Montana wheat
farm. A similar level of earnings can
be made with investments of $26,900 for
a South Carolina Piedmont cotton-beef
farm, $24,000 for a dairy-cotton farm in
western Tennessee, $37,000 for a Wis-
consin dairy farm, and $80,000 for a
beef-wheat farm in central Kansas.

To realize annual earnings of $3,500,
farm investments range from $17,000 for
an Oklahoma cotton farm to $122,000
for a Montana wheat farm.

The differences in necessary invest-
ment are due to the widely varying pro-
portions of investment and labor re-
quired to produce a given level of opera-
tor earnings under different systems of
farming. The Oklahoma cotton farm,
for example, requires less than one-sixth
of the investment of the Montana wheat
farm, but the amount spent annually
for labor on the eotton farm is more than
6 times that spent on the wheat farm.

I really feel that a perusal of Bulletin
180 will astound you and I commend it
to your reading.

I strongly feel that it will revise all
of your thinking about the entire farm
picture. It will color your approach to
farm legislation and eventually assist
in the appraisal of every phase that re-
lates to our agricultural industry and
thf-t ulnderlying philosophies which sup-
Ppo t.

I suppose it is a part of our American
heritage for us to recall the time when
a man could start a successful rural busi-
ness with “40 acres and a mule”—and
again it is a part of the legend of the
West to refer to a successful farmer as
one who “came here 50 years ago with
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nuthin’ but a poke on a stick.” Those
times are past.

All of us have seen a mechanical revo-
Iution take place in our own lifetime.
The radio, automobile, airplane, the
vast spread and use of electricity, the
development of home appliances—every-
where we look we see our way of life
completely changed from that of our
grandfathers. We look forward to an-
other great revolution generated by
nuclear physics and the atom age.

Nor has this change left the farmer
untouched—to compete and succeed, he
must have at least the essentials of me-
chanical help. The farm equipment in-
dustry has become one of the giants of
our time. I can remember as a youth,
watching early day combines being
pulled through the wheatfields of east-
ern Washington by horses. It was quite
a sight to see 32 horses harnessed to-
gether, hauling one of those pioneering
combines designed to speed up the busi-
ness of harvesting wheat.

I saw horses replaced by the steam
tractor, and then in the late 1920's the
steam tractor gave way to the diesel
tractor and the one-man combine.

What has happened to wheat raising
has happened to all agriculture. To
succeed he must keep up with the times;
he must meet the efficiencies of other
farms as they acquire and use new
methods and inventions., This does take
money and the knowledge that must at-
tend the use of these new equipments.

I would also like to pay my respects
to those who prepared this and thank
Dr. Byron T. Shaw, Administrator of the
Agricultural Research Service; Mr. John
M. Brewster, agricultural economist,
Farm Economics Research Division; Mr.
James A. Munger, agricultural econo-
mist, also of the Research Service; and
the following economists of the Farm
Economics Research Division of the Ag-
ricultural Research Service: Mr. C. P.
Butler, South Carolina; Mr. S. W. At-
kins, Tennessee; Mr. W. F. Lagrone,
Oklahoma; Mr. Emil Rauchenstein,
Wisconsin; Mr. C. W. Nauheim, Kansas;
and Mr, D. C. Myrick and Mr. Howard
Hjort, Montana.

If we would help this and future gen-
erations to succeed in the business of
farming, we need to fully know what
success in farming requires.

The following is a Ietter received from
Dr. Shaw:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE,
Washington, D, C., January 14, 1958.
Hon. WaLT HORAN,
House of Representatives.

Dear ConGrEssMaN Horan: I am enclosing
& copy of Agriculture Information Bulletin
No. 180, Farm Resources Needed for Specified
Income Levels. I thought you would be in-
terested in recelving this report because of
your interest in the size of farm needed in
different areas to obtain fairly adequate
farm incomes. This report covers the six
farming areas shown on page 8. A more de-
tailed study of sizes of farms and related
problems was undertaken in the Columbia
Basin, and a separate report is being pre-
pared. on that area.

You will note that the operator earnings
levels in the attached report represent the
net income available to the operator for his
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labor and management after deducting a
wage allowance for unpaid family labor and
an interest charge on the farm investment.

The report shows that to realize annual
earnings of $2,600, the investment needed
for farms in specific situations varies from
$14,000 for an eastern Oklahoma cotton farm
to more than $89,000 for a Montana wheat
farm, A similar level of earnings can be
made with investments of $26,900 for a South
Carolina Piedmont cotton-beef farm, $24,000
for a dalry-cotton farm in western Tennes-
see, $37,000 for a Wisconsin dairy farm, and
$80,000 for a beef-wheat farm in central
Kansas,

To realize annual earnings of $3,500, farm
investments range from $17,000 for an Okla-
homa cotton farm to $122,000 for a Mon=-
tana wheat farm.

The differences in necessary investment
are due to the widely varylng proportions
of investment and labor required to produce
a given level of operator earnings under dif-
ferent systems of farming. The Oklahoma
cotton farm, for example, requires less than
one-sixth the investment of the Montana
wheat farm, but the amount spent annually
for labor on the cotton farm is more than
6 times that spent on the wheat farm.

The sums available for family living on
farms with $2,600 annual operator earnings
varied, depending upon how much equity
the family had in the farm. If the families
became full owners of the farms under an
acquisition plan involving both a real-estate
loan and a 6-year non-real-estate loan equal
to half the market value of livestock and
equipment, the amount available for family
living before retiring the non-real-estate
loan was about $2,000 to $3,000 annually.
After retiring this loan, the amount avail-
able for family living ranged from 3,100 to
$3,800. After retiring the real-estate loan,
income available for family living rose to a
range of 3,500 to $6,400. These conclusions
are useful for determining safe credit com-
mitments.

Sincerely yours,
B.T. SHAW,
Administrator.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to ‘extend my re-
marks and include a letter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wash-
ington?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Vanig, on tomorrow, for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. Cramer (at the request of Mr.
MagrTIN), for 1 hour, fomorrow.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. HorLrAnDp and to include a speech.

Mr. PorTER and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Zasrockr and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. Goroon (at the request of Mr.
ZasLocKI) in one instance and to include
extraneous matter,
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Mr. Anruso (at the request of Mr.
ZasLockr) in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. BURDICK.

Mr. Beamer and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania and in-
clude a speech by Hon. Sherman Adams,
assistant to the President of the United
States.

Mr. BarTLETT (at the request of Mr.
Mmis) and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Froop (at the request of Mr.
Mmrs) and to include extraneous mat-
ter.

Mr. Reep and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. HenpErsoN and to include extra-
neous matter.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 57 minutes p. m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, January 22, 1958, at 12
o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1489, A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation entitled “A bill to amend section 6911
of title 10, United States Code, to provide for
the grade, procurement, and transfer of
aviation cadets”; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

1480. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port on the audit of Federal Facilities Cor-
poration, Office of Production and Defense
Lending, Treasury Department, for the period
February 1 through June 30, 1957, pursuant
to the Government Corporation Control Act
(31 U. 8. C. 841) (H. Doc. No. 812); to the
Committee on Government Operations and
ordered to be printed.

1491. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, transmitting a report in connection
with the restoration of balances withdrawn
from appropriation and fund accounts, pur-
suant to the act of July 26, 1957 (31 U. 8. C.
701-708); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

1402, A letter from the Administrator, Vet-
erans’ Administration, transmitting the Vet-
erans’ Administration's report on its activi-
ties in the disposal of forelgn excess prop-
erty, for the period January 1, 1857, through
December 31, 1957, pursuant to Public Law
152, 8lst Congress; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

1403. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting the third annual
report of actlvities and research conducted
by or under contract with the Fish and
Wildlife Service of the Department of the
Interior to encourage the distribution of
domestically produced fishery products for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, pursu-
ant to the act of July 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 376),
as amended by the Fish and Wildlife Act
of 1856 (70 Stat. 119); to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

1404, A letter from the Commissioner, Im=
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, relative to the case of
Thui Yet Chow, A-5239727, involving suspen-
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sion of deportation under the provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952,
and requesting that it be withdrawn from
those before the Congress and returned to
the jurisdiction of this Service; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MAHON: Committee on Appropria=-
tions. H. R. 10146. A bill making supple=
mental appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1958, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Repf. No. 1288). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia: Joint Committee
on Defense Production. Seventh Annual Re-
port of the Joint Committee on Defense Pro-~
duction. (Rept. No. 1289.) Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union. (See S. Rept. 1172.)

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: Joint Committee
on the Disposition of Executive Papers.
House Report No. 1200. Report on the dis-
position of certain papers of sundry execu=
tive departments. Ordered to be printed,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, publie
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MAHON:

H.R.10146. A bill making supplemental
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1958, and for other purposes.

By Mr. REES of Kansas:

H.R.10148. A bill to revise the basic com-
pensation schedules of the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.10149. A bill to amend the act of
June 7, 1918, to provide for the notation of
liens, mortgages, and other encumbrances
on the certificate of award lssued for a vessel
under that act; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr., BENNETT of Florida;

H. R. 10150. A bill to incorporate the Navy
Wives Clubs of America; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BOLAND:

H. R. 10151. A bill to provide certain flood
control measures on the Chicopee River in
Massachusetts; to the Committee on Public
Works.

By Mr. BOYLE:

H. R. 10152. A bill to amend paragraph
1774 of the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for
the free importation of iconostas and the
doors thereof for use by certain religious
organizations; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BROOMFIELD:

H. R. 10153. A bill to amend title IT of the
Bocial Security Act to provide that a State,
in extending social security coverage to its
employees by an agreement under section
218 of such act, may not exclude services
compensated on a fee basls; to the Commit~
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. R. 10154. A bill to empower the Judi-
cial Conference to study and recommend
changes in and additions to the rules of
practice and procedure in the Federal courts;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. DOOLEY:

H.R. 10155. A bill to provide for the ad-
mission of the State of Hawali into the
Union; to the Committee on Interior and
Incular Affairs.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.10156. A bill to provide appropriate
public recognition of the gallant action of
the steamship Meredith Victory In the De-
cember 1950 evacuation of Hungnam,
Eorea; to the Committee on Merchant Ma=
rine and Fisheries.

H.R.10157. A bill to amend the Annual
and Sick Leave Act of 1951 to provide lump-
sum payment for the unused sick leave to
the credit of an officer or employee imme=
diately prior to his separation from the
service on retirement; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. FISHER:

H R.10158. A bill to extend the authority
of the BSecretary of lture to make
speclal livestock loans, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

H.R. 10159. A bill to establish a Commis-
sion on the Establishment of a United States
Academy of Sclence; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. HYDE:

H. R. 10160. A bill to revise and modernize
the fish and game laws of the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.10161. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to provide that that
portion of the Ryukyu Islands over which
the United States exercises jurisdiction shall
be regarded as a separate quota area; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.10162. A bill to prohibit the charging
of a fee to view telecasts in private homes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. MASON:

H.R.10163. A bill to permit articles im-
ported from foreign countries for the pur-
pose of exhibition at the Chieago Interna-
tional Fair and Exposition, to be held in
July 1959 at Chicago, Ill.,, to be admitted
without payment of tariff, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORANO:

H.R. 10164. A bill to prohibit the charging
of a fee to view telecasts In private homes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.10165. A bill to authorize the con-
veyance of certain real property of the United
States to the County of Sacramento, Calif.;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SHUFORD:

H.R. 10166. A bill to extend and liberalize
the direct home-loan program for veterans,
to extend the guaranteed home-loan pro-
gram, to provide special assistance to para-
plegic veterans under the direct home-loan
program, to stimulate the making of direct
farm-housing loans, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affiairs.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.R.10167. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture .

H.R.10168. A bill fo enable the Secretary
of Agriculture to release cotton acreage from
the acreage reserve for the 1958 crop year, to
establish a substitute for the acreage reserve
program for cotton, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R.10169. A bill to amend the Agricul-

tural Act of 1948 to provide for price sup-
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port at parity for the first 8,600 bushels of
wheat produced on each farm; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. BOGGS:

H.R.10170. A bill to amend title IT of the
Soclal Security Act so as to remove the lim-
itation upon the amount of outside income
which an individual may earn while re-
ceiving benefits thereunder; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROOEKS of Loulsiana:

H. R.10171. A bill to amend title 10, United
SBtates Code, to provide term retention con-
tracts for Reserve officers; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. BUCKLEY:

H.R. 10172, A bill to provide for the an-
nual audit of bridge commissions and au-
thorities created by the act of Congress, for
the appointment of members thereof, trans-
fer of functions, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works.,

By Mr. BURNS of Hawaii:

H. R. 10173. A bill to provide for the trans-
fer of title to certain land at Sand Island,
T. H., to the Territory of Hawail, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. CRETELLA:

H.R. 10174, A bill to amend the Lanham
Act to provide a preference in the purchase
of housing thereunder to the widows of vet-
erans; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. DOOLEY:

H.R.10175. A bill to provide for posting
Information In post offices with respect to
registration and voting, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. LANDRUM:

H.R.10176. A bill to amend the Pouliry
Products Inspection Aect to clearly authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to walve the
requirements of section 10 thereof under
such conditions and to such extent as he
may prescribe in connection with inspeetion
under the act prior to January 1, 1959; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R. 10177. A Dbill to create a presumption
that certain lmpairment of health caused by
hypertension or heart disease of a Federal or
District of Columbia employee is incurred in
line of duty for purposes of certain retire-
ment and disability compensation laws or
systems; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H. R. 10178. A bill to amend the Vocational
Rehabilitation Aect to provide additional
Federal support to States and certain non-
governmental agencies to enable them to
carry out adequate demonstration programs
for the vocational rehabilitation of the
physically handicapped; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R.10179. A bill to protect the right of
the blind to self on through organi-
zations of the blind; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. SIKES:

H.R.10180. A bill to amend the National
Sclence Foundatlon Act of 1950 to encourage
the training of additional engineers and
scientists and the expansion of facilities for
engineering and sclence education by pro-
viding scholarships and fellowships for en-
gineering and science students; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ALEXANDER:

H. J. Res. 506. Joint resolution to designate
the 1st day of May of each year as Loyalty
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H. J. Res. 507. Joint resolution to establish

the Verrazano-Hudson-Champlain Celebra-~
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tion Commission; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.
By Mr. BOYLE:

H. J. Res. 508. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the second Sunday
in January each year as National Family Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TELLER:

H. J. Res. 509. Joint resolution authorlztng
the President to invite the States of the
Union and foreign countries to participate
In the Second Annual United States World
Trade Fair to be held in New York, N. Y.,
from May T to May 17, 1958; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS -

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. McCORMACEK:

H.R.10147. A bill to permit Hon. Francis
E. Wavter, Member of Congress, authoriza-
tion to accept the award of Cross of Com-~
mander of the Order of Orange-Nassan con-
ferred upon him by Her Majesty the Queen
of the Netherlands.

By Mr. BAILEY:

H.R.10181. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Drina Sinoveic and Vincence (Vincent)
Sinoveie; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BUCKLEY:

H.R.10182. A bill for the relief of Harry
(Zwi) Goldenberg (Sponder); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BURNS of Hawall:

H.R.10183. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Sumiko Igawa Nomura; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOOLEY:

H.R.10184. A bill for the rellef of Fal
¥ing Chan (Chin); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLT (by request) :

H. R. 10185. A bill for the relief of Mr, and
Mrs. Zsigmond Balla and daughter Julia; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MACHROWICZ:

H.R.10186. A bill for the rellef of Jan
Libiszewski; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R.10187. A bill for the relief of Renata
Falkiewicz;, to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. MORANO:

H.R.10188. A bill for the relief of Alex-
ander Hahn and Suzanne Hahn; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R. 10189. A bill for the relief of Adam-
antia Andrikopoulous (Pappas) Papavasi-
liou; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. SISK:

H.R. 10190. A bill for the rellef of Ashghen
and Hagop Tozllan; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming:

H. R.10191. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jack
MeGilllvray Tedford; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

361. Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin presented a
petition adopted unanimously at the annual
meeting of the Metal Treating Institute In
Chicago on November 3, 1957, stating the
position and attitude of the industry and its
anxiety to cooperate and be of service in
any activity in keeping with the skills and
facilitles of its members, which was referred
:;: the Committee on Government Opera-

ons.
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